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Abstract:  The 2011 Ely Westside Rangeland Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) is 
being supplemented to clarify several elements of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and provide additional 
information on how stocking rates have been adjusted and refined over time.  The Ely Westside 
Rangeland Project considers how to manage twelve grazing allotments on the Ely Ranger District.  To 
simplify the use of this supplement, Volume I and Appendices G, H and I from Volume II of the 2011 
FEIS are being reprinted with the supplemental information reflected in bold and italicized text. 

The alternatives analyzed in the 2011 FEIS include Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), Alternative 2 
(Current Management), and Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is the preferred alternative and would use the ecological conditions of the 
habitat groups within an allotment to set and make adjustments to grazing use, practices, and strategies.  
The three vacant allotments would remain vacant and the Troy Mountain Allotment (recently grazed 
under a temporary permit) would be opened for livestock grazing under a term permit.  Alternative 2 
(Current Management) would maintain livestock grazing as currently authorized under term grazing 
permits.  Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would eliminate grazing on all of the allotments in the 
project area.   

The 2011 FEIS is available for review at the Ely Ranger District, 825 Avenue East, Ely, Nevada 89301, 
and on the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest internet site at:  
http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/htnf/elywestrange. 

It is important that reviewers provide their comments at such times and in such a way that they are useful 
to the agency’s preparation of the Supplement to the 2011 FEIS.  Therefore, comments should be 
provided prior to the close of the comment period and should clearly articulate the reviewer’s concerns 
and contentions.  The submission of timely and specific comments can affect a reviewer’s ability to 
participate in subsequent administrative review or judicial review. 
 
Comments received in response to this solicitation, including names and addresses of those who 
comment, will be part of the public record for this proposed action.  Comments submitted anonymously 
or late will be accepted and considered but will not provide the respondent with standing to participate in 
subsequent administrative or judicial review. 
 
 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/htnf/elywestrange


 

 

Submit Comments to:  Electronically on the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest internet site 
at:  http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/htnf/elywestrange. 

 
 or 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 
Attn: Martin Basin Rangeland Project Draft Supplement 
1200 Franklin Way 
Sparks, NV  89431 

 
Date Comments Must   45 days after publication of the Notice of Availability (NOA) in the 
Be Received:  Federal Register. The publication date of the NOA in the Federal 

Register is the exclusive means for calculating the comment period for a 
proposed action documented in a draft supplement. 
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Map 1: Large Scale View of the Ely Westside Rangeland Project Area 

 



 

  

 
This page has been left blank intentionally. 

 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest   S-1 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR THE DRAFT 
SUPPLEMENT TO THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT 
 
The Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest proposes to supplement the analysis completed in the 
2011 Ely Westside Rangeland Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (USDA Forest 
Service 2011).  This action is needed because during the appeal process, it became apparent 
that clarification of some elements in the selected alternative, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), 
was warranted.  

The Notice of Intent for the Ely Westside Rangeland Project was published in the Federal 
Register (Vol. 71, No. 227) on November 27, 2006.  On September 28, 2011, a record of 
decision was issued based on the Ely Westside Rangeland Project Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (2011 FEIS), which was released that same month.  The 2011 FEIS is available for 
review at the Ely Ranger District, 825 Avenue East, Ely, Nevada 89301, and on the Humboldt-
Toiyabe National Forest internet site at:  http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/htnf/elywestrange.  The 
decision was appealed in November 2011.  As a response to the appeal was being prepared, it 
became apparent there were several places in the FEIS where additional clarification was 
desirable.  On January 6, 2012, the Forest Supervisor withdrew the Record of Decision signed 
in September 2011. 

The scope of this supplement is to clarify several elements of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
and to provide additional information on the development of stocking rates on the allotments in 
the project area.  The edits to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) include adjustments to the 
proper use criteria associated with streambank alteration and expansion of the description of 
the monitoring plan.  These changes to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) were not substantial 
and were not found to result in any change in the effects analysis included in the 2011 FEIS.  
The interdisciplinary team (IDT) also reviewed Appendices G and H from the 2011 FEIS and 
updated them.  Appendix G includes draft Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) that reflect 
how the elements of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would be incorporated in to new AMPs if 
that alternative is selected in the Record of Decision.  Appendix H lists other activities in or 
near the project area that could have effects that could combine with the effects from the 
alternatives to increase or decrease those effects.  Any changes in effects are discussed in the 
cumulative effects sections in Chapter 3. 

Streambank Alteration Levels 

In response to comments received on the streambank alteration levels listed in the 2011 Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the IDT considered the relevant scientific literature 
and subsequently increased the allowable level of streambank alteration.  See table S-1.  This 
increase was not viewed as a substantive change by the IDT as the purpose of the criteria was 
to ensure streambanks that were in desirable condition would be maintained in that condition 
and streambanks that were not in desirable condition would improve.  Because the modified 
allowable streambank alteration levels that were used in the 2011 FEIS accomplished the same 
purpose, the IDT concluded there would be no change in effects on the condition of 
streambanks.  Unfortunately, this conclusion was not clearly documented in some of the final 
specialist reports for this project, which created some ambiguity as to whether this change had 
been fully considered. 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/htnf/elywestrange
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Table S-1.  Adjustments to Maximum Allowable Streambank Alteration Between the 2011 
DEIS, 2011 FEIS, and 2013 Draft Supplement to the FEIS. 

Ecological 
Condition 

Maximum Allowable Streambank Alteration 
2011 DEIS 2011 FEIS 2013 Draft Supplement to FEIS 

Functioning* 20 % 30 % 20 % 
Functioning-at-
Risk* 

10 % 20 % 20 % 

Non-Functioning* 10 % 10 % 10 % 
* Determined using the Matrices to Guide the Determination of Vegetative Condition (Matrices) 

After the 2011 Record of Decision was withdrawn, the IDT met to discuss documenting its 
consideration of the streambank alteration levels used in the 2011 FEIS.  This discussion 
again raised questions about what the appropriate streambank alteration levels should be.  
After seeking out additional expertise and reviewing the relevant scientific literature again, the 
IDT identified streambank alteration levels designed to ensure that streambanks in desirable 
condition would be maintained as such and streambanks not in desirable condition would 
improve.  These levels were slightly different from the levels listed in the 2011 DEIS and the 
2011 FEIS (see table S-1), but they accomplish the same purpose.   

While revisiting this matter, the IDT also acknowledged that it was not appropriate to apply 
these proper use criteria universally to every streambank.  Some streambanks are not sensitive 
to impacts from livestock grazing due to natural armoring and channel types.  After discussion 
and consideration on this matter, the IDT determined that applying the streambank alteration 
proper use criteria on such streambanks does not help meet the purpose of maintaining or 
improving streambank condition.  Accordingly, the IDT looked for a way to apply the criteria 
to streambanks where they would achieve the purpose.  The IDT concluded that applying the 
criteria to specific stream channel types would focus their effectiveness and achieve the 
purpose of improving or maintaining streambank condition.  Because this goal is still being 
achieved, the edits to the streambank alteration levels and the limitation of the proper use 
criteria to certain channel types do not change the effects to the resources in the project area.   

In conclusion, the IDT had appropriately considered the effects of streambank alteration, but 
had been applying the wrong percentage in Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) to achieve those 
effects.  The adjustments to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) include the correct streambank 
alteration percentage that aligns with the effects disclosed in the specialist reports prepared for 
the 2011 FEIS.  Likewise, applying the streambank alteration proper use criteria only to 
certain stream channel types does not change the effects analysis in those reports.  The 
channel types exempted from these proper use criteria do not have streambank characteristics 
that are susceptible to the impacts from livestock grazing.  Neither of these adjustments to 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) are substantial changes to the proposed action relevant to 
environmental concerns. 

Monitoring 

The edits to the monitoring plan in Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) have been made to clarify 
what actions are part of the alternative and how those actions would operate.  The edits are 
merely cosmetic.  While this project includes a requirement to monitor and make adjustments 
on monitoring, the decision would not cover all type of rangeland and grazing monitoring or 
all adjustments to grazing management.  This section has been edited and reorganized to 
acknowledge the various monitoring and adjustments that may occur as part of grazing 
management on these allotments and to clearly identify which of the monitoring and 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest   S-3 

adjustments are part of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  No monitoring or management 
adjustment has been added or removed from Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Accordingly, the 
edits to the monitoring plan in Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) (discussed in Section 2.2.1.4 of 
the 2011 FEIS) do not result in any substantial changes in the effects associated with this 
alternative or relevant environmental concerns.   

Stocking Rates 

The addition of information on how stocking rates have been developed is purely for 
informational purposes.  This information is being included to demonstrate that the existing 
stocking rates have been developed by making adjustments in response to decades of 
observations of the impacts of grazing on these allotments.  These observations and the 
corresponding adjustments provide the agency with reasonable basis for continuing to use the 
current stocking levels in future authorizations to graze on these allotments.  The addition of 
this information is not a change in Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) that is relevant to 
environmental concerns and would not result in any change in the effects associated with any 
of the alternatives. 

Structure of the Supplement 
While certain elements of the 2011 FEIS will be supplemented by this analysis, most of the 
important aspects of the project and the analysis in the 2011 FEIS were sufficient and 
therefore remain unchanged.   

Responsible Official 
The Responsible Official is the Forest Supervisor of the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest.  
The Responsible Official will decide whether to continue grazing within the 12 allotments in 
the project area and, if so, under what terms and conditions livestock grazing would be 
managed.   

The Responsible Official’s decision will be subject to the objection process provided in36 CFR 
2218, subparts A and B, and appealable as provided in 36 CFR 214.4.   

Distribution of the Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft 
Supplement to the 2011 FEIS 
The Supplement to the 2011 FEIS was distributed to grazing permittees in the project area, 
those who submitted comments on the 2011 DEIS, those who submitted appeals on the 2011 
Record of Decision, and federal agencies, federally recognized tribes, and state and local 
governments.  The mailing list for this document is located in the project record. 

Public Review of the Supplement 
The Notice of Intent to Prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was 
published in the Federal Register on August 15, 2013 (Vol. 78, No. 158).  Public scoping is not 
required for supplements to environmental impact statements (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(4)).  In 
addition to the notice of intent, letters were sent out to permittees, governmental agencies, and 
organizations and members of the public that have expressed an interest in this project (the 
mailing list is located in the project record) on February 26, 2010, January 26, 2012, and July 
10, 2013. 
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The Draft Supplement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement has a 45-day comment 
period.  Electronic, written, facsimile, hand-written, and oral comments on this action will be 
accepted for 45 calendar days following the publication of a Notice of Availability of the Draft 
Supplement in the Federal Register.  The publication date in the Federal Register is the 
exclusive means for calculating the comment period for this analysis.  Those wishing to 
comment should not rely upon dates or timeframe information provided by any other source. 

It is important that reviewers provide their comments at such times and in such a way that they 
are useful to the agency’s preparation of the Supplement to the 2011 FEIS.  Therefore, 
comments should be provided prior to the close of the comment period and should clearly 
articulate the reviewer’s concerns and contentions.  The submission of timely and specific 
comments can affect a reviewer’s ability to participate in subsequent administrative review or 
judicial review. 

To provide comments on the Supplement, please go to:  
http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/htnf/elywestrange. 

Electronic comments may also be submitted in a format such as an email message, plain text 
(.txt), rich text format (.rtf), or Word (.doc) to comments-intermtn-humboldt-toiyabe-
ely@fs.fed.us.  For email, please enter Ely Westside Rangeland Draft Supplement in the subject 
line.  Comments must have an identifiable name attached or verification of identity will be 
required.  A scanned signature may serve as verification on electronic comments. 

Alternatively, comments may be submitted in writing to:  Vernon Keller, Range NEPA 
Coordinator, 1200 Franklin Way, Sparks, NV 89431, or by facsimile at (775) 355-5399.  The 
office business hours for those submitting hand-delivered comments are 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 
p.m., Monday through Friday, excluding holidays.  Hand-delivered copies may be left at the 
address listed above or at the Ely Ranger District Office, 825 Avenue East, Ely, NV  89301. 

Comments received in response to this solicitation, including names and addresses of those 
who comment, will be part of the public record for this proposed action.  Comments submitted 
anonymously or late will be accepted and considered but will not provide the respondent with 
standing to participate in subsequent administrative or judicial review. 
 
 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/htnf/elywestrange
mailto:comments-intermtn-humboldt-toiyabe-ely@fs.fed.us
mailto:comments-intermtn-humboldt-toiyabe-ely@fs.fed.us
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SUMMARY  

OF THE 
ELY WESTSIDE RANGELAND PROJECT 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
Background 

Project Area 

The Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest is proposing to continue livestock grazing under a 
specific management regimen designed to sustain and improve the overall ecological condition of 
the Ely Westside Rangeland Project area.  This project is located on the Ely Ranger District of the 
Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest.  The project area encompasses approximately 569,000 acres 
on the Grant-Quinn and White Pine ranges.  

The Ely Westside Rangeland Project includes 11 cattle and horse allotments: the Big Creek, 
Blackrock, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Hooper Canyon, Illipah, Irwin Canyon, Pine 
Creek/Quinn Canyon, Tom Plain, Treasure Hill, and Troy Mountain allotments.  The project also 
includes one sheep and goat allotment: the Cherry Creek Allotment.  These allotments currently 
have grazing use under term or temporary permits, with the exception of the Big Creek, Hooper 
Canyon, and Irwin Canyon, which are vacant.  

The project’s goal is to manage livestock grazing in order to offer continued livestock grazing 
opportunities in a way that sustains the health of the land. 

History of the Analysis 

In 1995, Congress passed Public Law 104-19, commonly known as the Rescissions Act.  This 
Act directed the Forest Service to develop and implement a schedule for completing 
environmental analyses under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) on all grazing 
allotments.  Since the passage of the Rescissions Act, Congress has provided additional direction 
concerning grazing permits in several appropriations bills, including the 2004 Interior 
Appropriations Act (PL 108-108), Section 325.  Section 325 did not require adherence to the 
original allotment NEPA schedules and provided the Forest Service with the discretion to 
periodically update the allotment NEPA schedules and reprioritize which allotments will be 
analyzed based on emerging environmental issues and available funding for allotment NEPA 
analyses. 

In response to the Rescissions Act, the Ely Ranger District published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to 
prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) on the Ely Westside Rangeland Project in the 
Federal Register in November 2006.  The notice advised that the EIS would analyze the effects of 
reauthorizing continued livestock grazing within the area.   

Purpose and Need for Action 
This action is being considered at this time because current and prospective permittees have 
expressed a desire to graze or continue grazing on allotments in the project area and the 
Rescissions Act of 1995 directs the Forest Service to establish and adhere to a schedule to 
complete environmental analyses and decisions on all allotments.  The purpose of the proposed 
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federal action is to authorize livestock grazing under terms and conditions designed to sustain and 
improve the health of the land and protect essential ecosystem functions and values.  The need for 
the proposed federal action is to allow these allotments to continue to contribute to the overall 
desired Animal Use Month (AUM) production for the Humboldt National Forest while improving 
the gap between existing and desired rangeland conditions. 

Issues 
The Forest Service identified the following issues to be analyzed in detail. 

Soil Quality 
Livestock grazing has the potential to degrade soil quality directly by trampling soils and 
indirectly by consuming or trampling vegetation that otherwise protects and helps form soils.  
Soil compaction may reduce water infiltration and storage, physically restrict root growth, and 
reduce nutrient availability.  The loss of vegetation results in bare ground, which is more 
susceptible to water and wind erosion, has increased precipitation runoff, and has less organic 
matter available for nutrient cycling. 

Water Quality 
Improperly managed livestock in areas adjacent to streams consume and trample riparian 
vegetation, destabilize stream banks, and concentrate urine and fecal wastes in and/or near 
surface water.  Water quality can be adversely affected by resulting increased 
turbidity/sedimentation, increased water temperatures, decreased dissolved oxygen 
concentrations, and the presence of harmful bacteria and nitrates. 

Vegetation  
Livestock grazing has the potential to affect the composition, structure, and health of the various 
vegetative communities in the project area.  These vegetative communities include riparian areas, 
aspen, and upland vegetation.  Vegetation grazing also has the potential to introduce and/or 
expand noxious weed infestations within these vegetative communities.  

Wildlife (Including Sensitive Species and Management Indicator Species) and 
Fisheries 
Livestock management affects upland and aquatic habitats and their associated wildlife and fish 
populations.  This is especially true of areas where native species depend on particular habitat 
elements.  Direct impacts from livestock grazing include consumption of individual plants, 
trampled plants, and disturbance to sensitive and management indicator species (MIS) (sage 
grouse, goshawk, mule deer, and trout) habitats.  Indirect impacts include habitat alteration, such 
as a reduction or change in vegetative cover, species composition, the spread of noxious weeds, 
manipulation of stream channel form (wider, shallower channel, bank shearing), and reduction of 
water quality, including increases in water temperature and/or nutrients. 

Sensitive Plants 
Modification of the plant community structure and composition, especially in the herbaceous 
species, could impact sensitive plants and their habitats.  Adverse impacts to sensitive plant 
species can also result from trampling, soil compaction, competition with invasive species, and 
changes in the relationship of mycorrhizae and the sensitive plant populations. 
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Wilderness 
Livestock grazing has the potential to affect the character of a designated wilderness.  The effect 
of an activity can be evaluated by considering the following wilderness qualities or attributes: 
untrammeled (activities that directly control or manipulate the components or processes of 
ecological systems), natural, undeveloped, outstanding opportunities for solitude, outstanding 
opportunities for primitive recreation, and special features.  

Cultural Resources 
Livestock grazing has the potential to affect cultural resources in the project area.  These 
resources include known and unknown historic, architectural, and archeological sites, as well as 
sacred sites and places of traditional cultural use.  

Socioeconomics 
Livestock grazing within the Ely Westside Rangeland Project area provides an economic value to 
grazing permittees, which in turn contributes to the social and economic stability of the 
surrounding community.  Agriculture, including the ranching industry, has been a part of the 
community economic and social fabric since the establishment of Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine 
counties.  Changes in use on the allotments in the project area could affect the value ranching 
operations generate through grazing livestock on the National Forest System (NFS) lands in the 
project area, which could affect the local community. 

Alternatives 
The EIS considers three alternatives in detail: Alternative 1 (Proposed Action/Preferred 
Alternative), Alternative 2 (Current Management), and Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) relies on the current ecological condition of the rangelands to set 
annual proper use criteria, provides for future changes in these criteria as a result of a change in 
the ecological condition, and provides for various grazing practices and strategies to be 
implemented to allow grazing activities to contribute to achieving the desired ecological 
condition.  This alternative would set proper use criteria for habitat groups based on three 
possible ecological conditions (functioning, functioning-at-risk, and non-functioning).   

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would: 

 Reauthorize grazing on the Blackrock, Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, 
Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments. 

 Authorize grazing on the Troy Mountain Allotment under a term grazing permit (allotment 
is currently closed, but being grazed under a temporary permit).  This action would require 
a non-significant amendment to the Forest Plan to open the allotment to livestock grazing. 

 Not authorize grazing on the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, and Irwin Canyon allotments 
(which would remain vacant).   

 Set proper use criteria (end-of-season utilization and streambank alteration levels) and 
within season triggers to determine when livestock should be moved or removed.  The 
proper use criteria, set out in table 7 (chapter 1), are based on the current ecological 
condition for each habitat group within each allotment.   

 Apply design features to minimize the impacts or potential impacts of grazing and 
associated activities. 
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 Conduct short-term and long-term monitoring to determine if adjustments to grazing are 
necessary. 

 Make prescribed adjustments to the proper use criteria based on ecological condition 
assessments conducted under long-term monitoring. 

Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Under the Alternative 2 (Current Management), livestock grazing would continue as it is 
currently permitted on the Blackrock, Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, Pine 
Creek/Quinn Canyon, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments.  The management systems, 
numbers of animals, and season of use would remain the same under this alternative.  The Big 
Creek, Hooper Canyon, and Irwin Canyon allotments would remain vacant and the Troy 
Mountain Allotment would remain closed.  Three of the allotments would remain vacant, 
although they would continue to be used in emergency situations (drought years, fire relief, etc.) 
and would be available for new term grazing permits after additional site-specific NEPA analysis.  
The existing standards and guidelines in Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan, as well as current 
Allotment Management Plans (AMPs), would continue to guide the management within the 
project area.   

Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would not authorize grazing on any of the allotments 
within the Ely Westside Rangeland Project area.  Compared to Alternatives 1 (Proposed Action) 
and 2 (Current Management), Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in an 
immediate reduction of 4,070 head of livestock from the project area.  This amounts to 9,653 
head months (HMs).  Existing improvements that are no longer functional or needed including 
interior fences, cattleguards, and water developments would be removed over time as allowed by 
funding and management priorities.   

Environmental Consequences 
The primary consequences of the alternatives are outlined in the following table.
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Table S-2:  Comparison of Effects by Alternative. 

Resource ALTERNATIVE 1 (Proposed Action) ALTERNATIVE 2 (Current Management) ALTERNATIVE 3 (No Action/No Grazing) 

Soil Quality 

Percent of Bare Ground Increased plant cover and litter would 
decrease bare ground from existing levels 

Likely to increase in riparian areas, remain 
the same in uplands 

Decrease more than other alternatives and at a 
faster rate  

Soil Compaction 
Increased plant vigor and root biomass 
would decrease soil compaction from 
existing levels 

Likely to increase in riparian areas, remain 
the same in uplands 

Decrease more than other alternatives and at a 
faster rate 

Water Quality 

Turbidity 
Increased streambank vegetation and 
decreased soil disturbance would result in 
less turbidity than current levels 

Amount of vegetation remains stable, current 
turbidity levels would remain unchanged 

No livestock disturbance to streambank 
vegetation or soil would result in less turbidity 
than other alternatives 

Water Temperature 
Increased vegetation shade and improved 
stream width to depth ratios would improve 
water temperature above current levels 

Amount of vegetation and stream width to 
depth ratios remain stable, current 
temperatures would remain unchanged 

No livestock disturbance to vegetation shade 
and stream width to depth ratios would improve 
water temperature faster than other alternatives 

Dissolved Oxygen 
Increased vegetation shade and improved 
stream width to depth ratios would increase 
dissolved oxygen above current levels 

Current levels would remain unchanged due 
to no change in water temperature 

Increased vegetation shade and improved 
stream width to depth ratios would increase 
dissolved oxygen faster than other alternatives 

Vegetation 

Sp
ec

ies
 C

om
po

sit
io

n 

Meadows 
Areas with desirable composition would be 
maintained, areas with undesirable 
composition would be improved 

Areas with desirable composition would be 
maintained, areas with undesirable 
composition would not improve 

Species composition would improve faster than 
other alternatives 

Stream 
Areas with desirable composition would be 
maintained, areas with undesirable 
composition would be improved 

Areas with desirable composition would be 
maintained, areas with undesirable 
composition would not improve 

Species composition would improve faster than 
other alternatives 

Aspen and 
Cottonwood 

Areas with desirable composition would 
remain stable, areas with undesirable 
composition would be improved 

Areas with desirable composition would 
improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable composition would not improve 

Species composition would improve faster than 
other alternatives 

Sagebrush / 
P-J / 
Mountain 
Brush 

Areas with desirable composition would 
remain stable, areas with undesirable 
composition would be improved 

Areas with desirable composition would 
improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable composition would not improve 

Species composition would improve faster than 
other alternatives 

Mountain 
Mahogany 

Areas with desirable composition would 
remain stable, areas with undesirable 
composition would be improved 

Areas with desirable composition would 
improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable composition would not improve 

Species composition would improve faster than 
other alternatives 
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Resource ALTERNATIVE 1 (Proposed Action) ALTERNATIVE 2 (Current Management) ALTERNATIVE 3 (No Action/No Grazing) 
Pe

rc
en

t o
f B

ar
e G

ro
un

d 

Meadows 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would be maintained, areas with 
undesirable levels of bare ground would be 
improved 
 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would be maintained, areas with undesirable 
levels of bare ground would not improve 

Bare ground decreases faster than other 
alternatives 

Stream 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would be maintained, areas with 
undesirable levels of bare ground would be 
improved 
 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would be maintained, areas with undesirable 
levels of bare ground would not improve 

Bare ground decreases faster than other 
alternatives 

Aspen and 
Cottonwood 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would remain stable, areas with undesirable 
levels of bare ground would be improved 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable levels of bare ground would not 
improve 
 

Bare ground decreases faster than other 
alternatives 

Sagebrush/ 
Mountain 
Brush 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would remain stable, areas with undesirable 
levels of bare ground would be improved 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable levels of bare ground would not 
improve 
 

Bare ground decreases faster than other 
alternatives 

Mountain 
Mahogany 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would remain stable, areas with undesirable 
levels of bare ground would be improved 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable levels of bare ground would not 
improve 
 

Bare ground decreases faster than other 
alternatives 

Number of Saplings and 
Suckers 

Areas that have successful recruitment of 
saplings and sucker would remain stable, 
saplings and suckers would increase in 
areas in less than functioning condition 

Most aspen and cottonwood communities 
would continue to have limited sapling and 
sucker recruitment, areas in less than 
functioning condition would have reduced 
ability to regenerate 

Survival of saplings and suckers increases faster 
than other alternatives 

 
Number of Acres 
Affected by Noxious 
Weeds 
 

Number of acres affected by noxious weeds 
slowly declines from current levels 

Number of acres affected by noxious weeds 
could increase compared to Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) 

Number of acres affected by noxious weeds 
would be lower than other alternatives 
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Resource ALTERNATIVE 1 (Proposed Action) ALTERNATIVE 2 (Current Management) ALTERNATIVE 3 (No Action/No Grazing) 

Wildlife 
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Desert Bighorn 
Sheep 

Rare use by livestock and timing and 
management of domestic sheep would not 
change quality of habitat 

Rare use by livestock and timing and 
management of domestic sheep would not 
change quality of habitat 

Complete removal of livestock would not change 
quality of habitat 

Flammulated 
Owl 

Where limited livestock use of nesting and 
foraging habitat occurs, quality of habitat 
would be maintained or improved 

Where limited livestock use of nesting and 
foraging habitat occurs, quality of habitat 
would be slightly decreased 

Where limited livestock use of nesting and 
foraging habitat occurs, quality of habitat would 
remain stable or be improved 

Greater Sage 
Grouse 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would 
remain stable, habitat in unsatisfactory 
condition would improve 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would remain 
stable, habitat in unsatisfactory condition is 
unlikely to improve without adjustments to 
management 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would remain 
stable, habitat in unsatisfactory condition would 
improve at a faster rate than other alternatives 

Northern 
Goshawk 

Nesting and foraging habitat in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable, foraging 
habitat in unsatisfactory condition would 
improve, nesting habitat in unsatisfactory 
condition would remain stable 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would remain 
stable, habitat in unsatisfactory condition 
could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Nesting and foraging habitat in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable, nesting and 
foraging habitat in unsatisfactory condition would 
improve at a faster rate than other alternatives 

Peregrine 
Falcon 

Foraging habitat in functioning condition 
would remain stable, foraging habitat in less 
than functioning condition would improve, 
nesting habitat would not change 

Foraging habitat in functioning condition 
would remain stable, nesting habitat would 
not change, foraging habitat in less than 
functioning condition could improve with 
adjustments to management 

Foraging habitat in functioning condition would 
remain stable, foraging habitat in less than 
functioning condition would improve at a faster 
rate than other alternatives, nesting habitat 
would not change 

Pygmy Rabbit 
Habitat in functioning condition would 
remain stable, habitat in less than 
functioning condition would improve 

Habitat in functioning condition would remain 
stable, habitat in less than functioning 
condition could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Habitat in functioning condition would remain 
stable, habitat in less than functioning condition 
would improve at a faster rate than other 
alternatives 

Townsend’s Big-
Eared Bat, 
Spotted Bat 
 

Foraging habitat in functioning condition 
would remain stable, foraging habitat in less 
than functioning condition would improve, 
roosting and maternity habitat would not 
change 

Roosting and maternity habitat would not 
change, foraging habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, foraging 
habitat  in less than functioning condition 
could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Foraging habitat in functioning condition would 
remain stable, foraging habitat in less than 
functioning condition would improve at a faster 
rate than other alternatives, roosting and 
maternity habitat would not change 

Mule Deer 
Foraging and fawning habitat in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable, foraging and 
fawning habitat in unsatisfactory condition 

Foraging and fawning habitat in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable, habitat that is 
not in satisfactory condition could improve 

Foraging and fawning habitat in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable, foraging and 
fawning habitat in unsatisfactory condition would 
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Resource ALTERNATIVE 1 (Proposed Action) ALTERNATIVE 2 (Current Management) ALTERNATIVE 3 (No Action/No Grazing) 

would improve with adjustments to management improve at a faster rate than other alternatives 

Trout 
Habitat in satisfactory condition would 
remain stable, habitat in unsatisfactory 
condition would improve 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would remain 
stable, habitat in unsatisfactory condition 
could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would remain 
stable, habitat in unsatisfactory condition would 
improve at a faster rate than other alternatives 

Migratory Birds 
Nesting and foraging habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, nesting and 
foraging habitat in less than functioning 
condition would improve 

Nesting and foraging habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, Nesting and 
foraging habitat in less than functioning 
condition could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Nesting and foraging habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, nesting and 
foraging habitat in less than functioning condition 
would improve at a faster rate than other 
alternatives 

Rocky Mountain 
Elk 

Foraging and calving habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, foraging and 
calving habitat in less than functioning 
condition would improve 

Foraging and calving habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, foraging and 
calving habitat in less than functioning 
condition could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Foraging and calving habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, foraging and 
calving habitat in less than functioning condition 
would improve at a faster rate than other 
alternatives 

Sensitive Plants 
Habitat conditions improve due to 
prescribed adjustments to utilization levels, 
protective design features, and direction on 
grazing systems 

Habitats in functioning condition remain 
stable, habitats in less than functioning 
condition could decline if current use levels 
continue 

Habitat conditions improve at a faster rate than 
other alternatives 

Wilderness 
Improvements in ecological condition would 
lessen impacts to wilderness qualities, 
especially the natural attribute 

Qualities and attributes of wilderness areas 
would remain stable, be similar to conditions 
that existed at the time of designation 

Qualities and attributes of wilderness areas 
would improve, eventually exceeding the 
conditions that existed at the time of designation 

Cultural Resources 
Increased vegetation cover, reduced 
compaction and erosion, and design feature 
regarding activities that concentrate use 
would lessen impacts to cultural resources 

Disturbance related to reduced vegetation 
cover, compaction, and erosion would 
continue to impact cultural resources, design 
feature regarding activities that concentrate 
use would lessen impacts to cultural 
resources 

Increased vegetation cover and reduced 
compaction and erosion would lessen impacts to 
cultural resources more than the other 
alternatives 

Socio-Economics 

Potential reduction of HMs from current 
levels could have economic impact on 
individual permittees, but would have very 
limited socioeconomic impacts to the 
communities near the project area 

No change in socioeconomics for permittees 
or nearby communities because HMs should 
remain the same as current levels 

Elimination of all HMs would have a greater 
socioeconomic impact on permittees than other 
alternatives, but would have very limited 
socioeconomic impacts to the communities near 
the project area 
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Scope of the Ely Westside Rangeland Project Supplement 
A supplemental document can incorporate new information and provide clarification of the 
previous analysis (40 CFR 1502.9(b)(3)).  Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.15, Sec. 18, 
18.2, 2 (c)(2) notes that a supplement may be prepared when it furthers the purposes of the 
National Environmental Policy Act.  The sole focus of this supplement is to clarify several 
elements of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and to provide additional information on how 
stocking levels have been developed for the allotments in the project area.  As part of this 
effort, minor changes have been made to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action). 

Changes to the 2011 Ely Westside Rangeland Project FEIS 
While the explanation of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) in the 2011 FEIS and the discussion 
on stocking levels will be supplemented, all other important aspects of the 2011 FEIS will 
remain unchanged.  Rather than create a supplement that only included the supplemental 
information, the supplement includes all the information from the 2011 FEIS that has not 
changed.  The supplemental information has been inserted in bold and italicized text to make it 
easier to find.  Inserting the supplemental information into the 2011 FEIS makes it easier to 
consider the supplemental information in its proper context.  Due to the addition of new maps 
and tables, the maps and tables have been renumbered in this document.  Minor editorial 
corrections and deletions have also been made. 
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CHAPTER 1:   
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

1.1. Introduction 
The Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest (HTNF) has prepared this final environmental impact 
statement (FEIS) in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other 
relevant federal and state laws and regulations.  This FEIS uses the best available science and 
discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that result from the Proposed 
Action and other alternatives. 

1.1.1. Document Structure 
The document is organized into four chapters, as well as references, glossary, and appendices. 

• Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Action 

The chapter includes information on the history of the project proposal, the purpose of 
and need for the project, and the agency’s proposal for achieving that purpose and need.  
This section also details how the Forest Service informed the public of the proposal and 
how the public responded. 

• Chapter 2: Alternatives (Including the Proposed Action) 

This chapter provides a more detailed description of the agency’s proposed action as well 
as alternative methods for achieving the stated purpose.  These alternatives were 
developed based on issues that the public, other agencies, and the Forest Service noted 
were unresolved by the proposed action.  Finally, this section provides a summary of the 
environmental consequences associated with each alternative. 

• Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

This chapter describes the environmental effects of implementing the proposed action 
and other alternatives.  This analysis is organized by resource area.  

• Chapter 4: Consultation and Coordination 

This chapter provides a list of preparers and agencies consulted during the development 
of the EIS.   

• Appendices 

The appendices provide detailed information to support the analyses presented in the EIS. 

Additional documentation, including detailed analyses of project area resources and maps, are 
located in the project record located at the Ely Ranger District office in Ely, Nevada. 

1.1.2. Background 
The Ely Westside Rangeland Project encompasses approximately 569,900 acres on the Ely 
Ranger District.  The project area is located in portions of Townships 1 through 17 North and 
Ranges 55 through 60 East, Mount Diablo Meridian.  The Forest Service began management of 
this area in 1911. 
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There are 12 allotments in the project area (see map 2).  The Big Creek, Blackrock, Currant 
Creek, Ellison Basin, Hooper Canyon, Illipah, Irwin Canyon, Pine Creek-Quinn Canyon, Tom 
Plain, Treasure Hill, and Troy Mountain allotments are cattle and horse allotments.  The Cherry 
Creek Allotment is a sheep and goat allotment.  Currently, the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, and 
Irwin Canyon allotments are open to grazing, but have been vacant for many years.  The Troy 
Mountain Allotment is closed, but has been grazed under a temporary permit since 2004.  These 
allotments overlap five management areas (Currant Mountain Wilderness, Grant Range 
Wilderness, Quinn, Quinn Canyon Wilderness, and White Pine) established in the Humboldt 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan), as amended (USDA FS 
1986).  (See map 2).   

In the mid 1990s, the Humboldt National Forest was combined with the Toiyabe National Forest 
to become the HTNF.  Since that time, a consolidated Forest Plan has not been developed and the 
project area continues to be managed under the 1986 Humboldt Forest Plan, as amended (USDA 
FS 1986). 

For over a century, ranchers have used the land in the project area for cattle and sheep grazing 
during the summer months, moving their stock to the home ranch or other public lands for winter-
feeding.  When the Forest Service was established in the western United States, livestock were 
already heavily grazing the land.  Vegetation was degraded with erosion occurring in many 
places.  

Initially, grazing permits were based on the number of livestock the first ranchers grazed, and the 
season of use was determined by the weather.  As soon as an area opened up from snow 
conditions in the spring, livestock were released for grazing.  With very few fences present on the 
landscape, livestock followed the most palatable forage wherever it occurred.  Fall storms or lack 
of feed would drive livestock to lower elevations.  The size of these operations has been in 
decline since the late 1800s. 

Over the decades, domestic livestock management has evolved as more information on the effects 
of livestock grazing has become available.  In addition to reductions in herd sizes, seasons of use 
have been adjusted and grazing systems that incorporate an element of rest for the landscape have 
been incorporated.  These modifications have led to range developments in many of the areas that 
were degraded by heavy historical use.  Livestock grazing, as well as the people and communities 
associated with ranching operations, have been an integral part of the area for more than a 
hundred years.   

1.1.3. History of the Analysis 
In 1995, Congress passed Public Law 104-19, commonly known as the Rescissions Act.  This Act 
directed the Forest Service to develop and implement a schedule for completing environmental 
analyses under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) on all grazing allotments.  Since the 
passage of the Rescissions Act, Congress has provided additional direction concerning grazing 
permits in several appropriations bills, including the 2004 Interior Appropriations Act (PL 108-
108), Section 325.  This section of the Act does not require adherence to the original allotment 
NEPA schedules and provides the Forest Service with the discretion to periodically update the 
allotment NEPA schedules and reprioritize the allotments that will be analyzed based on emerging 
environmental issues and available funding for allotment NEPA analyses.  

The previous environmental analyses on the allotments in the project area were conducted some 
time ago.  The most recent environmental analyses were conducted in 1999 for the Blackrock and 
Tom Plain allotments.  The oldest environmental analysis on an allotment in the project area is an 
environmental assessment that was prepared for the Treasure Hill Allotment in 1976.  The age of 
the existing environmental analyses warrants addressing these allotments again at this time. 
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In response to the Rescissions Act, the Ely Ranger District published a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
to prepare an EIS on the Ely Westside Rangeland Project in the Federal Register in November 
2006.  This EIS analyzes the effects of reauthorizing continued livestock grazing within the 
area.  
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Map 2: Ely Westside Rangeland Project Area 
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1.1.4. History of Allotments 
This region of the Forest was designated in 1909.  Initially, grazing permits were based on the 
number of livestock the first ranchers grazed, and the season of use was determined by the 
weather.  As soon as an area opened up from snow conditions in the spring, livestock were 
released for grazing.  With very few fences present on the landscape, livestock followed the 
most palatable forage wherever it occurred.  Fall storms or lack of feed would drive livestock to 
lower elevations.  Over time, the area was divided into allotments.   
Over the decades, domestic livestock management has evolved as more information on the 
effects of livestock grazing has become available.  In addition to reductions in herd sizes, 
seasons of use have been adjusted and grazing systems that incorporate an element of rest for 
the landscape have been incorporated.  These modifications have led to range developments in 
many of the areas degraded by heavy historical use.   

In 1986, the Forest released its Land and Resource Management Plan.  The forest planning 
effort considered the forest’s capability and suitability for livestock grazing and concluded that 
1,299,772 acres on the Humboldt National Forest were capable and suitable for livestock 
grazing (USDA FS 1982).  Considering the condition of those acres and estimating their 
potential to supply forage, it was determined that the Forest can provide approximately 300,000 
– 310,000 Animal Use Months (AUMs) use, in most years, in coordination with other uses of 
the Forest (USDA FS 1982).  The Ely Ranger District was noted to have a maximum potential 
AUMs of 73,475 for cattle, but in 1981 permitted AUMs amounted to only 22,836 AUMs 
(USDA FS 1982).  Since 1981, cattle AUMs have generally remained static or declined on the 
Ely Ranger District, including on the allotments in the project area.  In the early 1990s, 
Standards and Guidelines for Forage Utilization were incorporated into the Humboldt Forest 
Land and Resource Management Plan under Amendment 2.  This amendment, among other 
things, established maximum forage utilization for domestic livestock on the Humboldt 
National Forest.  The maximum forage utilization levels were made a part of all the term 
grazing permits on the Forest at that time.  In some cases, the application of these utilization 
levels resulted in further adjustments to the authorized use for grazing livestock.  
As part of the analysis for this project, the stocking levels for each allotment were reviewed.  
Stocking levels reflected the number of livestock that are authorized on a particular allotment 
and are measured in head months (HMs).  After reviewing the information available in the 
District’s range files, including the adjustments to stocking levels over time and the reasons for 
those adjustments, it has been determined that the current stocking rates are appropriate for 
the allotments in the project area.  A summary of that review for each allotment is included in 
Appendix I.  A summary has not been provided for the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin 
Canyon allotments because grazing is not proposed on any of these allotments under any 
alternative.  Additional information on current stocking levels and how they were adjusted over 
time is available in the Range folder of the Resources section of the project record. 

While the stocking levels would not change as part of this project, the alternatives propose 
different ways of managing the numbers of livestock on the allotments, which result in 
different effects to the project area.  The effects of the alternatives are discussed in Chapter 3. 
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1.2. Proposed Action 
Livestock grazing began in the Ely Ranger District (district) in the late 1800s and prior to the 
establishment of the National Forest System.  Since 1911, the Forest Service was delegated the 
management responsibility for the National Forest System lands in this area, and livestock 
grazing was allowed on some lands under a permit system.  Current and prospective permittees 
desire to continue grazing on most of the allotments in the project area. 

In responding to a request for permission to conduct activities on National Forest System lands, 
the Forest Service must ask two basic questions: 

• Is the activity sanctioned by Congress in the laws that govern the management of 
National Forest System lands?   

• What conditions must be imposed to govern this activity? 

With respect to the first question, in the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act, Congress identified 
livestock grazing as an appropriate use of National Forest System lands.  Further, under the 
National Forest Management Act (NFMA), Congress has required the Forest Service to develop 
land and resource management plans (forest plans) that display its process for balancing the 
multiple uses of these lands and for displaying where uses such as livestock grazing are 
appropriate.  Under these authorities, the Forest Service proposes to reauthorize continued 
livestock grazing on the Ely Ranger District of the HTNF in the Blackrock, Cherry Creek, 
Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, Pine Creek-Quinn Canyon, Treasure Hill, and Tom Plain 
allotments.  Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Irwin Canyon, and 
Hooper Canyon allotments, which would remain vacant.  The Troy Mountain Allotment 
(currently a temporary permit) would be opened and livestock grazing would be authorized under 
a term permit.  An amendment to the Forest Plan would be required to open the Troy Mountain 
Allotment.  There are five wilderness areas in the project area.  Consistent with provisions in the 
Wilderness Act and the Congressional Grazing Guidelines (USDA FS 2007a, FSM 2323.23), the 
proposed action would continue to authorize livestock grazing in all or portions of these 
wilderness areas. 

With respect to the second question, the Forest Service also proposes to modify the terms and 
conditions included in grazing permits and allotment management plans (AMPs) issued in the 
project area (see chapter 2 for additional detail on the proposed action and other alternatives).  
These modifications include design features to protect resources in the project area and 
adjustments based on assessments of the current ecological conditions within the allotments.  
These modifications are designed to maintain areas that are in satisfactory ecological condition 
and improve areas that are in less than satisfactory ecological condition. 

The range management process under the proposed action includes a monitoring program that 
assesses characteristics that are indicative of the ecological health of the project area in the 
coming years.  If ecological condition and trend data indicate that livestock use is not achieving 
desired results on one or more allotments, corrective action would be taken.  A specific set of 
modifications have been incorporated into the proposed action should this situation occur.  
Examples of the attributes that are used to define ecological health are presented in appendix A: 
Matrices to Guide the Determination of Vegetative Condition (Matrices) and discussed further in 
chapter 2.  These attributes are referred to as the ‘Matrices’ in this EIS.  

If the proposed action is selected, the most obvious activity the public would see is the continued 
presence of cattle on this portion of the Ely Ranger District at various times of the year.  
Likewise, under the proposed action the permittee would manage the cattle under a different set 
of proper use criteria than are currently in effect. 
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1.3. Purpose and Need for Action 
This action is being considered at this time because current and prospective permittees have 
expressed a desire to graze or continue grazing on allotments in the project area and the 
Rescissions Act of 1995 directs the Forest Service to establish and adhere to a schedule to 
complete environmental analyses and decisions on all allotments (see section 1.1.3. History of the 
Analysis). 

National Forest System lands provide an important source of livestock forage during parts of the 
year.  Congress has made it clear through the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act and the National 
Forest Management Act (NFMA) that domestic livestock grazing is one of many activities that 
should be considered when balancing the multiple uses on National Forest System lands.  Two of 
the desired conditions stated in the Forest Plan (USDA FS 1986) provide guidance on the 
appropriate balance between livestock grazing with other uses: 

• Produce 316,620 animal unit months (AUMs) by the end of the planning horizon [2035] 
(USDA FS 1986, IV-84), and 

• Continue to improve range conditions from 63 percent satisfactory ecological condition 
to at least 80 percent (USDA FS 1986, IV-84, and Amendment 1, page 10). 

The purpose of the proposed federal action is to authorize livestock grazing under terms and 
conditions designed to sustain and improve the health of the land and protect essential ecosystem 
functions and values.   

The Forest Plan desired conditions listed above provide the foundation for the need for action in 
this project.  The Humboldt portion of the HTNF currently produces approximately 213,757 
AUMs.  Over recent years, the project area has produced an average 9,650 head months (HMs) 
(12, 738 AUMs) toward that total.  This action is needed to allow these allotments to continue to 
contribute to the overall desired AUM production for the Humboldt National Forest. 

In many cases, the need for action can also be driven by a gap between desired rangeland 
conditions and existing conditions.  When existing conditions are less than desired and there are 
no indications that conditions are improving under the existing management actions, changes in 
management designed to improve rangeland conditions need to be developed.  Considering the 
best available information on the ecological conditions in the project area, the allotment 
conditions have been identified.  A detailed discussion of these conditions, by allotment, is 
included in the Vegetation section in chapter 3.  Table 7 summarizes existing conditions by 
allotment and habitat group.  In many cases, there is a gap between existing conditions and 
desired conditions, which creates a need for action to implement grazing management that can 
improve undesired conditions in the project area. 

1.4. Management Direction 
Projects that take place on National Forest System lands are guided by the desired conditions, 
goals, objectives, management direction, and standards and guidelines set out in the forest plan 
specific to each national forest.  There are also management area prescriptions for the five 
management areas in the project area: Currant Mountain Wilderness, Grant Range Wilderness, 
Quinn, Quinn Canyon Wilderness, and White Pine Management Area.  The Forest Plan for the 
Humboldt National Forest, as amended, embodies the provisions of NFMA, its implementing 
regulations, and other guiding documents.  The primary sources of management direction that 
affect livestock grazing management are described below.  Not all management areas contain 
management direction that applies to this project.  Management direction specifically related to 
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the resources that are being analyzed in detail are listed in that resource’s section in chapter 3 of 
this document. 

• Develop grazing systems which include periodic rest, where possible (pg. IV-5). 
• Implement grazing systems which provide for deferment or rest where feasible.  Rest-

rotation systems will be used when feasible and where significant area is in 
unsatisfactory ecological condition (pg. IV-32). 

• Grazing systems will be developed to enhance riparian zones (pg. IV-32). 
• Emphasize proper range management techniques that will improve livestock distribution 

(pg. IV-6). 

Grant Range Wilderness Management Area 
• Continue the closure of the Troy Mountain Cattle and Horse (C&H) Allotment to domestic 

livestock use (Amendment 1, pg. 33). 

White Pine Management Area 
• Maintain an active range program that is compatible with other resource uses.  Cost-

effective management systems and techniques are emphasized to achieve optimal 
production and use of forage on all suitable range and to improve the range resource (pg. 
IV-179). 

1.4.1. Forest Plan Amendments 
The Forest Plan has been amended several times since it was approved and signed in 1986.  
Amendment 2 (appendix B) includes additional direction related to livestock grazing that is 
pertinent to this project. 

Amendment 2 describes a desired or acceptable condition for riparian areas in five management 
categories.  The categories are designed based on a hierarchy of combined resource values (such 
as fisheries, wildlife, recreation, and watershed condition) and are meant to maintain or improve 
these resources.  Amendment 2 also describes desired conditions more specifically for each 
riparian category and provides details about the composition and cover of key species, soil 
productivity, and streambank stability.   

Amendment 2 sets maximum within season utilization levels on riparian (table 2) and upland 
(table 1) forage use based on the grazing system being used on the allotment.  These utilization 
levels are applied as within season triggers that require the movement of livestock from the area 
when these levels are reached.  Amendment 2 states that the listed utilization levels are “the 
maximum rate which can be prescribed unless otherwise approved by the Forest Supervisor.”  
This amendment also notes that “[t]he District I.D. (interdisciplinary) Team as supported by other 
resource specialists is responsible for determining Proper-use criteria.  It is essential that the team 
consider the full spectrum of resource needs and values.” 

Amendment 2 clarifies the general desired conditions in the Forest Plan: “In the absence of 
scorecards to define specific standards for vegetation condition, the minimum standard for 
satisfactory ecological condition is defined as either: 1) excellent or good range condition; or 2) 
fair range condition with an upward trend” (USDA FS 1986, IV-32).  
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Table 1:  Non-Riparian Utilization Standards from Amendment 2 of Forest Plan. 
Maximum Forage Utilization Values 

Non-Riparian 
Management System 

Type Vegetation Key Species/Grass Percent Utilization 

Season Long Native sagebrush grassland and 
other open range sites 55 

Deferred Rotation     60 

Rest Rotation  65 
1. Utilization of crested wheatgrass seedings may periodically exceed the above rates by 5 to 

10% to regulate growth form. 
2. The maximum utilization levels would normally be used only where the plant community is at or 

near the desired future condition. 
3. The listed value is the maximum rate which can be prescribed unless otherwise approved by 

the Forest Supervisor. 
4. Key species can vary by range site and management system. 
5. Proper use based on the utilization of shrubs will normally not exceed 50% of the current year’s 

growth. 
 

Table 2:  Riparian Utilization Standards from Amendment 2 of Forest Plan. 
Maximum Forage Utilization Values 

Riparian 

Management System Management Category Value Percent Utilization Key 
Species/Grass 

Season Long 
I-II, Highest to high 
III-IV, Moderate to limited 
V, Low 

35 
50 
55 

Deferred Rotation 
I-II, Highest to high 
III-IV, Moderate to limited 
V, Low 

45 
55 
65 

Rest Rotation 
I-II, Highest to high 
III-IV, Moderate to limited 
V, Low 

45 
60 
65 

High Intensity Short Duration  
(early season) 

I-II, Highest to high 
III-IV, Moderate to limited 
V, Low 

55 
65 
70 

1. The maximum utilization levels would normally be used only where the plant community is at or 
near the desired future condition. 

2. The listed value is the maximum rate which can be prescribed unless otherwise approved by 
the Forest Supervisor. 

3.  In most instances utilization would be lower for the higher value management categories; 
however, this can vary according to ecological conditions and key species. 

4. Key species can vary by range site and management systems. 
5. Proper use based on the utilization of shrubs will normally not exceed 35% of the current year’s 

growth.  
6.   Under the high intensity short duration (early season), timing in relation to the period remaining 

for regrowth is key. The system is dependent upon sufficient regrowth to meet plant 
physiological needs and other resource values.  Physical damage to the vegetative and soils 
resource to be considered. 

7. Sediment entrapment is essential to streambank restoration.  If this is an objective, at least 3-4 
inches of herbaceous stubble height is needed on site during high flow periods. 
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1.4.2. Forest Service Handbook 2209.21 
Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 2209.21 describes rangeland health in terms of the desired 
conditions of vegetation, soils, and associated resources for which objectives have been stated.  
The Intermountain Region Rangeland Ecosystem Analysis and Monitoring Handbook (FSH 
2209.21, Ch. Zero Code) use the following phrases to define rangeland health: 

Functioning Rangelands:  A condition where a rangeland has the capability across the 
landscape for renewal, for recovery from a wide range of disturbances, and for retention of 
its ecological resilience.  Functioning rangelands are also meeting a desired condition 
identified in long-term specified management objectives, standards, and/or guidelines. 

Functioning-at-Risk Rangelands:  Rangeland conditions that have a reversible loss in 
capability and increased vulnerability to irreversible degradation based upon evaluation of 
current conditions and processes. 

Non-functioning Rangelands:  A condition where a rangeland has lost the capability 
across the landscape for ecological resilience.  Non-functioning rangeland health occurs 
when the desired condition is not being met and short-term objectives are not being 
achieved to move the rangeland toward the desired conditions. 

When determining the functionality of upland rangelands, the FSH directs consideration of a 
minimum of four criteria: non-native invasive plant species, ground cover, shrub cover, and 
species composition (FSH 2209.21, Ch. 20, 22.1). 

1.4.3. Summary of Management Direction 
It is apparent that several different but similar terms (excellent, good, fair with upward trend, 
functioning) are used to describe desired (or satisfactory) range conditions in the management 
direction discussed above.  For this analysis, all of these slightly different terms for the desired 
condition are interpreted as meaning the area would be in a mid or later ecological status and in a 
stable or upward trend.  The mid to late ecological status indicates a relationship to a potential 
natural community (i.e., a condition that would be achieved if there were no interference by 
humans) and a resilience to disturbance. 

This analysis describes the desired condition in terms of whether the area is functioning.  The 
term “functioning” indicates the same concepts as the desired conditions referenced in the Forest 
Plan and FSH 2209.21 (table 3).  “Functioning” means a vegetative community has the most 
appropriate soil and vegetative characteristics that enable it to efficiently process precipitation, 
reproduce healthy vegetation, and withstand or be resilient to disturbance.  It incorporates how 
well these individual vegetative groups receive and process precipitation and are able to 
withstand extreme weather, fire, or human caused events or activities without resulting in 
degraded states.   

The condition terms “excellent,” “good,” and “functioning” all fit within the meaning of 
“satisfactory ecological condition” as expressed in Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan (USDA FS 
1986, IV-32).  Rangelands are considered to be in functioning-at-risk condition when short-term 
objectives are being met but functionality criteria are not yet present (FSH 2209.21).  This is the 
case with rangelands that are in “fair” condition, even when there is an upward trend.  Thus, 
while “fair with an upward trend” fits within “the minimum standard for satisfactory ecological 
condition” as expressed in Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan, it does not fit within the meaning of 
“functioning rangeland” as described in FSH 2209.21.  As noted above, Amendment 2 applies 
that definition of satisfactory condition in the absence of scorecards to define condition.  This 
project uses several scorecards (Central Nevada Riparian Guide (USDA FS 1996), Sagebrush-
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Grass Community Model (USDA FS 1987), and the Matrices (appendix A)) to identify rangeland 
conditions in the project area.  Future monitoring, however, would shift toward using only the 
Matrices.  Table 3 displays the relationship of these various terms with each other.  

Table 3:  Crosswalk of Terms used in Humboldt Forest Plan and Ecological Scorecards. 

Forest Plan Ecological 
Condition 

Rangeland 
Condition1 

Central Nevada Riparian 
Guide/ 

Sagebrush-Grass Community 
Model 

Matrices2 

Satisfactory 

Excellent High 
Functioning (F) 

Good 
Moderate 

Fair with an upward trend Functioning-at-Risk 
(FR) 

Unsatisfactory 
Fair with a stable or  

downward trend Low Functioning-at-Risk 
to Non-functioning 

(NF) Poor Very Low 
1 Terms used in Forest Plan and defined in the Region 4 Range Analysis Handbook (USDA FS 1981) 
2 For more information on the Matrices, see appendix A.  

The Matrices provide an ecological approach and include measurable parameters for soil, 
vegetation, hydrology, and disturbance factors that indicate whether a vegetation community, and 
the wildlife habitat it represents, is in functioning, functioning-at-risk, or non-functioning 
condition.  The Matrices defines these conditions as follows (appendix A): 

Functioning:  The site is within the natural range of variability as compared to historic 
known values from similar natural communities.  The streambank stability, water 
quality, soil stability and permeability, and the vegetative composition, cover and 
abundance is sufficient to sustain ecological integrity, therefore, the site is able to resist 
the impacts of man-made disturbance and is resilient to natural disturbances.   

Functioning-at-Risk:  The site has vegetation, soil, hydrologic and/or disturbance regime 
attributes that are functioning outside the natural range of variability as compared to 
historic known values from similar natural communities.  Although ecological integrity 
may not be breached, there is concern that the site may not be resilient or resistant to 
disturbance events. 

Non-functioning:  The site has lost ecological integrity or no longer functions within the 
natural range of variability as compared to historic values from similar natural 
communities.  The site continues to function, but as an altered ecosystem, often with 
reduced ability to respond to disturbances. 

The Matrices supply quantitative measures for field personnel to use to determine the ecological 
condition of various community types (for example, mountain big sagebrush, wet meadows, 
aspen, and mountain mahogany).  Through the Matrices, a community type would be correlated 
to a plant alliance (i.e., mountain big sagebrush) at the field data collection level.  The Matrices 
are based on field research, literature reviews, and Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) ecological site descriptions.  The criteria and process included in the Matrices was 
scientifically peer reviewed.   

The Matrices describe categories of specific conditions for these same vegetative types that 
would be considered to be in a declining state from functioning.  The Matrices also describe 
categories of specific conditions for these same vegetative types that would be considered to be 
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“functioning-at-risk” and “non-functioning” or unsatisfactory.  Vegetative communities in either 
of these conditions would be considered less than desired.  However, for vegetation communities 
that are in functioning-at-risk or non-functioning condition, it is important to determine if the 
community condition is improving, stable, or declining. 
The overall ecological condition of various vegetative communities within each allotment has 
been established using the best available information as summarized in the Vegetation Specialist 
Report and other specialist reports found in the project record.  Review of all available data 
sources, site visits, and professional expertise and knowledge was used to determine the condition 
of each allotment based on the attributes listed in the Matrices (appendix A) using the current 
terminology in the FSH 2209.21.  Table 7 includes the current rangeland conditions for each of 
the allotments in the project area.  Table 7 and the subsequent analysis in this document groups 
dominant vegetative community types into the following habitat groups: pinyon-juniper 
woodland (pinyon, juniper, pinyon-juniper, and mixed woodlands), aspen/cottonwood (aspen and 
cottonwood), riparian (wet, dry, and dry-to moist meadows), and uplands (mountain big 
sagebrush, Wyoming big sagebrush, black sagebrush, low sage, basin big sagebrush, mountain 
brush, mixed sage/bitterbrush, mountain mahogany, and grasslands). 

1.5. Rangeland Capability and Suitability 
As part of the process of evaluating the purpose and need for this project, the Forest level 
rangeland capability was reviewed.  The Forest level review looked at information in the Forest 
Plan, the FEIS for the Forest Plan, and the Analysis of the Management Situation (USDA FS 
1982).  The Forest level review also involved modeling rangeland capability using current 
information and definitions1.  The Forest level modeling reflects that all of the allotments in the 
project area have rangelands capable of producing forage for domestic grazing.  At the project 
level, the interdisciplinary team concluded that the Forest level modeling accurately reflected the 
project area’s capability of providing forage for domestic grazing2 (table 4) and adopted it for this 
project. 

As displayed in the table below, the modeling indicates that some of the rangelands in the project 
area do not meet the capability definition.  This does not mean that those rangelands cannot be 
crossed by livestock or that some forage cannot be removed by livestock without causing an 
unacceptable impact.  For example, in areas with enough tree canopy to reduce forage production 
to less than 200 pounds per acre, it does not mean livestock could not or should not pass through 
or remove some forage while passing through the area.  Rather, it means the area was not deemed 
to have enough forage production to be used as a base for determining grazing capacity.  Lands 
that were not identified as capable can be grazed and would be managed under the same standards 
as lands that were identified as capable. 

Rangeland suitability was also considered at the Forest and project level.  Suitability considers 
the compatibility of domestic livestock grazing with other resources and activities on National 
Forest System lands.  At the Forest level, approximately 33,000 acres (consisting of 
administrative sites, campgrounds, and municipal watersheds) of the 2.9 million acres in the 
Forest were found to be unsuitable for grazing.  At the project level, 3,413 acres (consisting of 
                                                 
1 For additional detail on the Forest level review, refer to the following documents in the project record: (1) Summary 
of Capability/Suitability for Livestock Grazing and MIS Analysis Associated with 36 CFR 219.20 during Humboldt 
Forest Planning Effort (2008), and (2) Management Indicator Species (MIS) and Range Suitability/Capability 
Analysis-Humboldt National Forest Updated MIS Monitoring Report (2008).   
2 For additional detail on the project level review, refer to the Ely Ranger District Rangeland Management Project 
Capability and Suitability Report (2011) in the project record. 
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research natural areas, administrative sites, and a reclaimed mine site) of the 569,830 acres in the 
project area were identified as unsuitable for grazing. 

Table 4:  Ely Westside Project Area Capable Acres. 

Allotment Total NFS 
Acres 

Capable 
Acres 

Percent 
Capable 

Suitable 
Acres 

Percent 
Suitable 

Grant-Quinn Range 
Big Creek 34,494 8,269 24.0 34,494 100.0 
Cherry Creek 38,325 32,049 83.6 38,324   99.9 
Hooper Canyon 32,318 11,488 35.5 31,765   98.3 
Irwin Canyon 19,781 6,536 33.0 19,036   96.2 
Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon 58,895 33,102 56.2 58,894   99.9 
Troy Mountain 33,822 20,803 61.5 32,475   96.0 
White Pine Range 
Blackrock 68,696 40,582 59.1 67,961   98.9 
Currant Creek 52,697 33,543 63.7 52,697 100.0 
Ellison Basin 61,415 52,531 85.5 61,395   99.9 
Illipah 42,960 35,195 81.9 42,960 100.0 
Tom Plain 53,580 44,320 82.7 53,570   99.9 
Treasure Hill 63,037 43,953 69.7 63,036   99.9 

1.6. Forest Plan Consistency 
The Forest Plan (USDA FS 1986) is being implemented as required by the Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-378) and the NFMA (P.L. 94-588).  The 
Forest Plan provides the framework for the actions proposed here.  Many Forest Plan standards 
and guidelines (both Forest wide and at the management area level) are relevant to this project.  
The standards and guidelines generally related to livestock management are listed above in the 
Management Direction section.  Standards and guidelines related to the resources that are being 
analyzed in detail are listed in that resource’s section in chapter 3.  A complete list of these 
standards and guidelines, along with a project consistency analysis completed for the alternatives 
considered in detail, can be found in the project record.  The project consistency analysis shows 
that this project is in compliance with all relevant Forest Plan standards and guidelines. 

Alternative 1(Proposed Action) would authorize livestock grazing in the project area under terms 
and conditions that are consistent with the overall management direction provided in the Forest 
Plan, as amended, with one exception.  The proposed action would authorize grazing on the Troy 
Mountain Allotment (currently a temporary permit since 2004) under a term grazing permit.  The 
Grant Range Wilderness Management Area includes direction to continue the closure of the Troy 
Mountain Allotment to domestic livestock use.  To remedy the proposed action’s inconsistency 
with the management area direction, the proposed action includes a non-significant forest plan 
amendment that would strike the direction to continue the closure.  Taking the proposed non-
significant Forest Plan amendment into account, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would be 
consistent with the overall management direction provided in the Forest Plan, as amended. 

There are several factors that support making this non-significant amendment to the Forest Plan.  
The Troy Mountain Allotment was recommended for closure in 1988 for a number of reasons, 
but most notably due to capability problems and the need for costly maintenance of and 
expansion to existing water developments to adequately resolve those problems.  The water 
developments on the allotment at that time consisted of two headboxes, two pipelines totaling 4.5 
miles of pipeline, and seven troughs.  The system was originally constructed in 1951.  When the 
allotment was closed, there was no funding available to maintain or improve the water 
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developments and no reason to believe that funding would be available in the future.  Without the 
water development in service, it was believed that the number of livestock on the allotment 
would need to be reduced by 68 percent. 

Since that time, water distribution on the allotment has been improved and expanded.  In 2004, 
the district authorized livestock grazing on the Troy Mountain Allotment under a temporary 
permit.  The grazing system and livestock numbers associated with the temporary permit are 
listed in table 6.  That permit has been reauthorized annually.  A summary of the management on 
this allotment in recent years is included in appendix C.  In 2007, the temporary permittee was 
authorized to reconstruct the pipelines and replace seven troughs.  Although this water 
development is in the Grant Range Wilderness Management Area, it is located miles outside of 
the Grant Range Wilderness (see map 37).  Although the development is primarily designed to 
provide adequate water distribution in support of domestic livestock grazing, the Rocky Mountain 
Elk Foundation, through the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW), provided reimbursement 
for three of the installed troughs.  Under these circumstances, the closure of the allotment 
acknowledged in the Grant Range Wilderness Management Area Direction is no longer 
appropriate.  The closure inhibits the Forest’s ability to move towards desired conditions and 
contradicts the multiple use principles under which National Forest System lands are managed. 

The recommendation to close the Troy Mountain Allotment in 1988 noted that the allotment 
contains key winter range for mule deer.  The Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) divides 
mule deer winter range into two categories: winter range and crucial winter range.  Winter 
range is where mule deer would typically winter, generally January through April, and is 
influenced by snow depth and forage available.  It can overlap with summer range during 
years with late snow fall.  Crucial winter range are areas that mule deer use when the snows 
are heavy and the mule deer are forced out of the higher county because they are having a 
much more difficult time finding food.  It could mean the mule deer have to migrate to areas 
with less snow.  Crucial winter range is vital or crucial to the continued existence of the 
population.   

The Troy Mountain Allotment contains crucial winter range for mule deer.  To protect both 
categories of mule deer winter range, the terms and conditions applied to livestock grazing 
under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would make it unlikely that there would be a change in 
the quality of either category of winter range for mule deer.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
uses end of season utilization and streambank alteration levels (including incremental 
adjustments based on ecological condition) designed to retain enough forage to sustain local 
wildlife and to prevent deterioration of riparian areas or degradation of water quality.  Within 
season utilization triggers would be employed to ensure end-of-season utilization levels are not 
exceeded.  Long-term monitoring results are used to determine changes in condition and guide 
corrective action.  If ecological conditions decline on the allotment, adjustments would be 
made to the authorized levels of use.  The varying levels of use that would be authorized are 
designed to improve vegetation communities not in desired condition and to maintain 
vegetation communities in desired condition.  By managing the allotments in the project area 
to maintain or move toward desired ecological conditions, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
reduces conflicts and potential conflicts with wildlife habitat, including key winter ranges.  
Additional information on the effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the other 
alternatives on mule deer winter habitat can be found in section 3.5.4.8 in Chapter 3. 

The recommendation to close the Troy Mountain Allotment also noted that the allotment 
contained good habitat for desert bighorn sheep.  There is a herd of desert bighorn sheep on 
the northern end of the Grant Range.  Occupied habitat for this herd, as defined by NDOW, is 
mainly within the Grant Wilderness.  There is occupied habitat in the Troy Mountain 
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Allotment, but it is on the western side of the allotment where there is rugged mountain terrain 
preferred by desert bighorn sheep.  Cattle tend not to forage in the occupied habitat due to the 
terrain and the desert bighorn sheep rarely come to the lower elevations of the allotment 
because it is separated from the rugged mountain terrain by a dense woodland of pinyon and 
juniper trees.  Desert bighorn sheep tend not to travel through dense woodlands.  As a 
consequence of the rugged mountain terrain and the dense woodlands, competition for forage 
between the desert bighorns and cattle would be minimal.  Furthermore, the terms and 
conditions applied to livestock grazing under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would make it 
unlikely to change the quality of desert bighorn sheep habitat.  In limited situations where 
livestock may use areas in desert bighorn sheep habitat, the proper use criteria associated with 
this alternative (prescribed adjustments to end of season utilization levels and streambank 
alteration) should allow the natural systems in the project area to move toward or remain in 
functioning condition.  Additional information on the effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) and the other alternatives on desert bighorn sheep habitat can be found in section 
3.5.4.1 in Chapter 3. 

The recommendation to close the Troy Mountain Allotment also noted that a portion of the 
allotment was proposed for wilderness designation and livestock grazing would or could detract 
from the wilderness experience.  Since this recommendation was made, on December 5, 1989, 
President George H. W. Bush signed the Nevada Wilderness Bill designating 14 wilderness 
areas, one of which was the Grant Range Wilderness. This wilderness encompasses 52,600 
acres in the south western portion of the Ely Ranger District, and includes a portion of the 
Irwin Canyon, Troy Mountain, Hooper Canyon and Cherry Creek Allotments.  The portion of 
the Troy Mountain Allotment designated as wilderness is the higher elevation areas.  As noted 
above in the discussion on desert bighorn sheep, domestic livestock tend not to forage in the 
more rugged mountain terrain.  Accordingly, domestic livestock use is very limited in the Grant 
Range Wilderness.  Another factor to consider is the language of the Wilderness Act itself.  
Section 4(d)(4)(2) of the Wilderness Act states that grazing in wilderness areas, if established 
prior to designation of the area as wilderness, "shall be permitted to continue subject to such 
reasonable regulations as are deemed necessary by the Secretary of Agriculture".  Since the 
passage of the Wilderness Act, Congress has made it clear through Congressional Grazing 
Guidelines that “there shall be no curtailment of grazing permits or privileges in an area 
simply because it is designated as wilderness” (USDA FS 2007a).  Considering livestock rarely 
use the rugged mountainous areas in the Grant Range Wilderness and the express direction 
contained in the Congressional Grazing Guidelines, there is no basis to close the entire 
allotment solely based on the presence of wilderness resources at this time.  Additional 
information on the effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the other alternatives on 
wilderness resources can be found in section 3.7.4 in Chapter 3. 

Finally, the recommendation to close the Troy Mountain Allotment also noted that closing the 
allotment would meet Goal #19 and Goal #14 of the Forest Plan.  As discussed below, 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) also meets these Forest Plan goals. 

Goal #19 - Reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter 
ranges.  (USDA FS 1986) 

This goal seeks to reduce, not necessarily eliminate, conflicts between livestock and wildlife for 
forage on key winter ranges.  Closing the allotment eliminated the potential of any conflict 
between livestock and wildlife.  As discussed above, the Troy Mountain Allotment contains 
crucial winter range for mule deer.  However, by managing the allotments in the project area 
(including the Troy Mountain Allotment) to maintain or move toward desired ecological 
conditions, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) reduces conflicts and potential conflicts with all 
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wildlife habitat, including key winter ranges.  Therefore, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) also 
meets this goal of the Forest Plan. 

Goal #14= Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on 
maintaining or improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges (measured 
in acres), in cooperation with Nevada Department of Wildlife.  (USDA FS 1986) 

This goal seeks to improve wildlife habitat.  Closing the allotment eliminated the potential for 
livestock grazing to limit the improvement to the productive level of wildlife habitat.  As 
discussed above, the Troy Mountain Allotment contains wildlife habitat, including habitat for 
desert bighorn sheep and crucial winter range for mule deer.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
for the Ely Westside Rangeland Project was designed to manage livestock grazing on all the 
allotments in the project area (including the Troy Mountain Allotment) under terms and 
conditions that would maintain or improve the ecological conditions on the allotments.  
Through the efforts to maintain or improve the ecological conditions in the project area, the 
related wildlife habitat would be maintained or improved.  Therefore, Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) also meets this goal of the Forest Plan. 

Alternative 2 (Current Management) and Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) are consistent 
with the overall management direction provided in the Forest Plan, as amended.   

1.7. Decision Framework 
Given the purpose of and need for this analysis, the deciding official will review the alternatives 
and their environmental consequences to make the following decision on the Ely Westside 
Rangeland Project: 

• Whether to continue grazing on the eight allotments that are currently authorized under 
term grazing permits. 

• Whether to authorize grazing on the three vacant allotments (Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, 
Irwin Canyon). 

• Whether to authorize grazing on the closed allotment (Troy Mountain). 

If the decision is to continue grazing on the allotment with term grazing permits or to authorize 
grazing on the vacant allotments, then the deciding official must also decide: 

• The terms and conditions under which livestock grazing will be managed.  

If the decision is to authorize grazing on the closed allotment (Troy Mountain Allotment), then 
the decision must include: 

• A non-significant Forest Plan amendment to open the Troy Mountain Allotment to 
livestock grazing.  

• The terms and conditions under which livestock grazing will be managed. 

1.8. Public Involvement 
Several different means were used to involve the public in the planning process and to solicit 
input on the project.  These efforts are briefly described below. 

1.8.1. Notice of Intent 
The Notice of Intent (NOI) for this project was published in the Federal Register on November 
27, 2006 (Volume 71, Number 227).  The NOI asked for public comment on the proposal on or 
before January 15, 2007.  
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1.8.2. Public Mailings 
A scoping letter was mailed to over 136 interested and/or affected parties on December 1, 2006.  
Fifteen individuals or groups responded to this mailing.  These responses, used to refine the 
issues, are found in the Scoping Comments Analysis in the project record.  In addition to the 
notice of intent, letters were sent out to permittees, governmental agencies, and organizations 
and members of the public that expressed an interest in this project (the mailing list is located 
in the project record) on February 26, 2010, January 26, 2012, and July 10, 2013.   

1.8.3. County Commission 
The district ranger and staff met with the White Pine County Commission during public sessions 
in February 2007, to discuss and present information pertaining to the preparation of this EIS.  In 
addition to White Pine County, Nye and Lincoln Counties have received a quarterly briefing on 
this project since 2009 at the regularly scheduled tri-county meeting.  The same briefing is shared 
with the Coordinated Resource Management Group for White Pine County. 

1.8.4. Permittees 
Members of the project interdisciplinary team met with permittees during Annual Operating 
Instruction (AOI) meetings in March of 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012.  The 
interdisciplinary team members also met with permittees in October 2010 and January 2011 to 
discuss monitoring data and progress on the environmental analysis. 

1.8.5. Public Lands Use Advisory Committee (PLUAC) 
The district ranger and staff met with the PLUAC on January 16, 2007 and May 8, 2012 to 
discuss and present information pertaining to the preparation of this EIS. 

1.9. Tribal Involvement 
The special and unique legal and political relationships of tribal governments and the United 
States government are reflected in the United States Constitution, treaties, statutes, court 
decisions, executive orders, and memoranda.  These relationships impart a duty on all federal 
actions to consult, coordinate, and communicate with American Indian Tribes on a government-
to-government basis.  Because American Indian Tribes can be affected by Forest Service policies 
and actions managing the lands and resources under its jurisdiction, the Forest Service has a duty 
to consult with American Indian Tribes on matters affecting their interests. 

Because of this government-to-government relationship, efforts were made to involve local tribal 
governments and to solicit their input regarding the proposed action.  Scoping letters were mailed 
to the local tribal governments on December 1, 2006.  Follow-up meetings were held with various 
representatives of tribal governments, including: 

• Ely Shoshone Tribe (April 2, 2007) 
• Duckwater Shoshone Tribe (April 10, 2007) 
• Duckwater Shoshone Tribe (June 5, 2007) 
• Yomba Tribe (March 14, 2008) 
• Goshute Tribe (April 4, 2008) 
• Duckwater Shoshone Tribe (April 9, 2008) 
• Duckwater Shoshone Tribe (February 28, 2011) 
• Goshute Tribe (April 1, 2011) 
• Ely Shoshone Tribe (May 23, 2011) 
• Duckwater Shoshone Tribe (December 27, 2011) 
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• Duckwater Shoshone Tribe (September 24, 2012) 
• Ely Shoshone Tribe (December 11, 2012) 

1.10 Applicable Laws and Executive Orders 
Disclosures and findings required by these laws and orders are contained in this EIS where 
appropriate: 

• American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 
• Archeological Resource Protection Act of 1979 
• Clean Air Act of 1979 (as amended) 
• Clean Water Act of 1977 (as amended) 
• Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended) 
• Executive Order 11593 (cultural) 
• Executive Order 11988 (floodplains) 
• Executive Order 11990 (wetlands) 
• Executive Order 12898 (environmental justice) 
• Executive Order 12962 (aquatic systems and recreational fisheries 
• Executive Order 13007 (American Indian sacred sites) 
• Executive Order 13175 (consultation and coordination with Indian Tribal Governments) 
• Executive Order 13186 (Migratory Bird Treaty) 
• Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1874 (as amended) 
• Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1996 
• National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (as amended) 
• National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976  
• National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (as amended) 
• Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 
• Rescissions Act of 1995 (as amended) 
• Wilderness Act of 1964 

1.11. Analysis Issues 
The interdisciplinary team identified issues through comments received during public and internal 
scoping.  This process was used to determine which issues should be analyzed in detail, and to 
identify all other issues and concerns that should be meaningfully addressed in the analysis.  
Comments were received from individuals, organizations, state agencies, and other federal 
agencies.  Each comment received during scoping was considered a potential issue and evaluated 
to determine in which of the following ways the comment would be resolved or addressed. 

• Resolved by Forest Plan land use designations. 
• Addressed through implementation of Forest Plan standards and guidelines and best 

management practices. 
• Addressed through implementation of project-specific design features. 
• Addressed during processes or analysis routinely conducted by the interdisciplinary team. 
• Addressed through spatial location of activities during design of project alternatives. 
• Used to drive or partially drive an alternative. 
• Beyond the scope of the project. 

Similar issues were combined into one statement where appropriate.  The following four issues 
were determined by the responsible official to be within the scope of the project decision.  
Measurement indicators have been developed for each of the issues being analyzed in detail.  
Measurement indicators are properties that change in response to management; they reflect the 
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current functional status of the resource or issue being addressed.  For each associated indicator, 
the given unit of measure would be used to compare the effects of each alternative on the issues 
analyzed in detail. 

The interdisciplinary team developed alternatives to the proposed action to address these issues.  
Chapter 2 of this FEIS discusses and compares the alternatives.  Additional resource concerns 
were considered but did not form the basis for an alternative; they are discussed separately below.  

1.11.1. Soil Quality 
Soil quality is the capacity of a soil to function within natural or managed ecosystem boundaries, 
sustain plant and animal productivity, maintain or enhance the quality of water and air, and 
support human activities (USDA NRCS 2001).  Livestock grazing has the potential to degrade 
soil quality directly by trampling soils and indirectly by consuming or trampling vegetation that 
otherwise protects and helps form soils (Kruger and Sanderson 2002; Reid 1993, USDA NRCS 
2001).  Soil compaction may reduce water infiltration and storage, physically restrict root growth, 
and reduce nutrient availability (USDA NRCS 2001).  The loss of vegetation results in bare 
ground, which is more susceptible to water and wind erosion, has increased precipitation runoff, 
and has less organic matter available for nutrient cycling (USDA NRCS 2001). 

Indicators: 
• Percent of bare ground. 
• Soil compaction. 

1.11.2. Water Quality 
During the scoping process, the state of Nevada and other interested parties commented on the 
need to meet water quality standards and to address the potential effects of livestock grazing on 
water quality.  Improperly managed livestock in areas adjacent to streams consume and trample 
riparian vegetation, destabilize stream banks, and concentrate urine and fecal wastes in and/or 
near surface water.  Water quality can be adversely affected by resulting increased 
turbidity/sedimentation (Belsky e al. 1999, Branson et al. 1981, Buckhouse 2000, Krueger and 
Sanderson 2002, Meehan 1991), increased water temperatures (Krueger and Sanderson 2002, 
Meehan 1991), decreased dissolved oxygen concentrations (Belsky et al. 1999, Buckhouse 2000), 
and the presence of harmful bacteria and nitrates (Belsky et al. 1999, Buckhouse 2000, Krueger 
and Sanderson 2002, Meehan 1991). 

Indicators3: 
• Turbidity (sediment). 
• Water temperature. 
• Dissolved oxygen. 

1.11.3. Vegetation  
Livestock grazing affects the vegetation components within the project area.  Livestock use can 
affect these vegetative components in several ways.  When a grazing animal removes leaf matter 
from a plant, that plant’s ability to produce and maintain sufficient leaf matter for regrowth, 
healthy root systems, reproduction, and growth the following year may be affected (Trlica 1999).  
The degree to which the plant is affected depends on when, how much, and how often leaf matter 
is removed (Trlica 1999).  The effects vary, depending on livestock management.  Proper grazing 
management should allow the plant community to remain healthy, with an increase in existing 

                                                 
3 Note: Water quality indicator parameters are compared to state of Nevada water quality standards. 
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desirable native plants.  Grazing at improper levels would result in weakened or destroyed plants.  
This may allow less desirable plant species to become established, such as noxious or invasive 
weeds (Augustine and McNaughton 1998, Crawley 1983, Vavra et al. 2007). 

As the plant community changes from one type to another, so does the amount of plant cover and 
bare ground.  This affects the area’s ability to absorb and hold moisture and could increase 
overland flow and soil erosion.  As plant cover increases and the amount of bare ground 
decreases, the ability of the area to process water and reduce erosion increases. 

In aspen or cottonwood communities, browsing and/or trampling of saplings and seedlings may 
kill young trees.  Saplings or suckers that survive to 6 feet high are less susceptible to grazing.  
Limited browsing provides for adequate regeneration and the ability for trees to reach the 6 foot 
height.  Excessive browsing affects the stands’ ability to regenerate or reproduce, and can lead to 
decadent stands or the potential loss of the stand altogether (Ferguson 2004, USDA FS 1985). 

These effects would impact the functioning of natural ecological processes, such as the capture, 
storage, and redistribution of water; conversion of sunlight to plant and animal matter; and the 
cycling of nutrients through the physical and biological environments.  Properly-managed 
livestock can eliminate or minimize these negative impacts. 

Indicators: 
• Species composition (the percent of plants that indicates plant communities are 

functioning as desired). 
• Percent of bare ground (area not covered or protected by ground cover). 
• Number of saplings or suckers in aspen and cottonwood. 
• Number of acres affected by noxious weeds. 

1.11.4. Wildlife (Including Sensitive Species and Management Indicator 
Species) and Fisheries 
Livestock management affects upland and aquatic habitats and their associated wildlife and fish 
populations.  This is especially true of areas where native species depend on particular habitat 
elements. 

Direct impacts from livestock grazing include consumption of individual plants, trampled plants, 
and disturbance to sensitive and management indicator species (MIS) (sage grouse, goshawk, 
mule deer, and trout) habitats.  Indirect impacts include habitat alteration, such as a reduction or 
change in vegetative cover, species composition, the spread of noxious weeds, manipulation of 
stream channel form (wider, shallower channel, bank shearing), and reduction of water quality, 
including increases in water temperature and/or nutrients. 

Grazing and the resulting condition of the vegetation, habitat structure, soils, and the disturbances 
by livestock influence wildlife and fish resources; habitat distribution and condition; and 
population status across the district. 

Indicator: 
• Expected changes to quality of the habitat of affected species (desert bighorn sheep, 

greater sage-grouse, Northern goshawk, pygmy rabbit, mule deer, trout, and 
migratory birds). 

1.12. Other Environmental Considerations 
The following concerns were also considered in this EIS.  These concerns are addressed through 
project design, alternative development, and the development of appropriate design features.  
Resource effects related to these concerns are discussed in chapter 3.   
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1.12.1. Sensitive Plants 
Modification of the plant community structure and composition, especially in the herbaceous 
species, could impact sensitive plants and their habitats.  Adverse impacts to sensitive plant 
species can also result from trampling, soil compaction, competition with invasive species, and 
changes in the relationship of mycorrhizae and the sensitive plant populations. 

1.12.2. Wilderness 
Livestock grazing has the potential to affect the character of a designated wilderness.  The effect 
of an activity can be evaluated by considering the following wilderness qualities or attributes: 
untrammeled (activities that directly control or manipulate the components or processes of 
ecological systems), natural, undeveloped, outstanding opportunities for solitude, outstanding 
opportunities for primitive recreation, and special features.  

1.12.3. Cultural Resources 
Livestock grazing has the potential to affect cultural resources in the project area.  These 
resources include known and unknown historic, architectural, and archeological sites, as well as 
sacred sites and places of traditional cultural use.  

1.12.4. Socioeconomics 
Livestock grazing within the Ely Westside Rangeland Project area provides an economic value to 
grazing permittees, which in turn contributes to the social and economic stability of the 
surrounding community.  Agriculture, including the ranching industry, has been a part of the 
community economic and social fabric since the establishment of Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine 
Counties.  Changes in use on the allotments in the project area could affect the value ranching 
operations generate through grazing livestock on the National Forest System lands in the project 
area, which could affect the local community. 

1.13. Other Issues and Concerns Not Being Analyzed 
Several issues identified during scoping are outside the scope of this analysis or already addressed 
by existing standards and guidelines of applicable management plans or federal, state, and local 
regulations.  Issues outside the scope of the project will not be analyzed.  Issues already addressed 
by standards and guidelines of applicable management plans or federal, state, and local 
regulations will be addressed uniformly under each action alternative.  Table 5 lists identified 
issues or concerns found to be outside the scope of the project. 

Table 5:  Issues and Concerns Outside of the Project Decision Framework. 

ISSUE OR CONCERN RATIONALE FOR EXCLUSION FROM ANALYSIS 
 
The need to use native seed 
mixes to revegetate areas after 
wildfires 

Determining post-fire treatment options is conducted at the time of wildfire 
occurrence and is outside the scope of this analysis.  The determination of 
post-fire seed mixes are dependent on several factors which include, but are 
not limited to, severity, intensity, slope, aspect, and ecological setting.  Forest 
Service Manual (FSM) 2070 provides policy on the selection and use of native 
and non-native materials (USDA FS 2008a).   

 
Livestock management to 
address drought and post-fire 
conditions 

The Forest Plan directs for a 2-year rest period following fire.  Forest Service 
Handbook 2309.13, 17.2 provides guidance on modifying operations based on 
drought conditions.  These items are adequately addressed in the Forest Plan 
and the FSH and changes to these processes are not proposed.   
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ISSUE OR CONCERN RATIONALE FOR EXCLUSION FROM ANALYSIS 
 
Livestock grazing may influence 
fuel loads and the spread of 
wildfires and should be used as 
a control measure 
 

Reductions in fuel loads on the order of tens of thousands of acres are not 
possible via livestock grazing, given the amount of fuel, the size of the project 
area, and the length of time required.  The potential for large wildfires resulting 
from the lush growth of forage over large areas in high precipitation years 
cannot be used to justify wholesale increases in livestock numbers, extending 
seasons of use, increasing utilization levels, etc. (McAdoo et al. 2007).  While 
livestock grazing may influence fuel loads and the spread of wildfires, using 
livestock as a wildfire control method is conjectural and the effectiveness at a 
landscape level is not supported by science (McAdoo et al. 2007).  
Furthermore, none of the alternatives considered in this document would 
preclude the use of livestock in a fuels reduction project, which would be 
covered by a separate environmental analysis. 

 
Livestock grazing to combat 
noxious and invasive plant 
species 

Under some intensively managed conditions, livestock grazing can be used as 
a tool to accomplish limited resource management objectives.  For example, 
within confined areas, sheep and goat herds can reduce the concentration of 
noxious weeds infestations (e.g., leafy spurge and knapweed) and allow 
desired plants to recover.  However, over large landscapes, the Forest 
Service’s primary management philosophy must be precautionary.  National 
forest managers must ensure livestock grazing of preferred plant species 
leaves sufficient growing biomass so plants can recover from grazing impacts, 
as well as disturbances such as fire, noxious weed invasions, insects and 
diseases, and climate change.  Local experience and a review of the scientific 
literature indicates that rangelands can recover from fire and other 
disturbances more successfully if the overriding management objective is the 
maintenance of healthy populations of desired plants prior to the disturbance.   

 
Use of holistic grazing 
management 

This document is not analyzing a holistic approach to livestock grazing, just the 
parameters within which grazing would be managed.  Types of holistic 
management grazing systems can be incorporated into either of the action 
alternatives and would be held to the same standards.   

 
Withdrawing sensitive areas 
from mineral and/or energy 
production 

Decisions related to mineral and/or energy production are outside the scope 
and are not being analyzed in this FEIS. 

 
Predator control 

Predator control is conducted by the Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS-WS).  The effects of predator control were addressed in an 
environmental assessment (EA) prepared by APHIS (1999).  A finding of no 
significant impact (FONSI) and decision notice (DN) were signed in July 1999.  
An amendment to the 1999 EA was released in 2004, followed by another 
FONSI and DN. 

 
Developing a travel 
management plan for the Ely 
Ranger District and identifying 
roads for obliteration 

Deciding to develop a travel management plan and identifying roads for 
obliteration is outside the scope of this project.  This project focuses on 
whether livestock grazing should be permitted in the Ely Westside Rangeland 
Project area.  However, the Ely Ranger District finalized a travel management 
plan in January 2009.  The plan identifies all system roads that are open and 
limits off-road vehicle travel without written authorization. 
 
Off-highway vehicle (OHV) use off designated routes would be allowed under 
the grazing permits authorized based on this analysis.  Cross-country OHV use 
would rarely involve more than one pass over any particular route per year.  
For the most part, the impacts of such light and dispersed use would not be 
measurable in regard to most of the resources involved in this analysis and are 
not essential to a reasoned decision.  However, even limited use of OHVs can 
be a vector for the spread of noxious weeds.  These potential impacts are 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest  23 

ISSUE OR CONCERN RATIONALE FOR EXCLUSION FROM ANALYSIS 
discussed in chapter 3 (Vegetation). 

 
Climate change 

Although climate variability makes predictions about drought, rainfall, and 
temperature extremes highly uncertain, climate change is an acknowledged 
pressure on forest and rangeland ecosystems (USDA FS 2007b).  Climate 
modeling supports projections that temperatures in Nevada could increase by 
3-4°F in spring and fall (with a range of 1-6°F), and by 5-6°F in winter and 
summer (with a range of 2-10°F) by the end of this century (US EPA 1998a).  
The frequency of extreme hot days in summer would increase because of the 
general warming trend (US EPA 1998a).  Precipitation is estimated to decrease 
in summer by 10 percent (with a range of -5% to -20%), to increase in spring by 
15 percent (with a range of 5-25%), to increase in fall by about 30 percent (with 
a range of 10-50%), and to increase in winter by about 40 percent (with a range 
of 20-70%)(US EPA 1998a).  It is not clear how the severity of storms might be 
affected, although an increase in the frequency and intensity of winter storms is 
possible (US EPA 1998a).  The amount of precipitation on extreme wet or 
snowy days in winter is likely to increase (US EPA 1998a).  Even with the best 
available science, it would be too remote and speculative to factor any specific 
ecological trends or substantial changes in climate into the analysis of 
environmental impacts of this project.  Research about the implications of 
climate change on forest and rangeland management and long-range shifts in 
species range is ongoing. 
 
Although there is a strong consensus that global climate change is occurring, 
there is still much uncertainty about subsequent ecological interactions and 
trends at the local or site-specific scale.  Where appropriate, climate change 
research is used in this document (see chapter 3 - discussion of carbon 
sequestration in Soils section and effect of warmer environment and increased 
CO2 on cheatgrass in Vegetation section).  Given the relatively random nature 
of climate-related events, such as droughts, wildfire, and floods, it would be 
highly remote and speculative to make management decisions based on the 
current predictions. 
 
The best available science concerning climate change is not yet adequate to 
support reliable predictions about ecological interactions and trends at the local 
(site-specific) scale.  It is possible to quantify a project’s direct effects on 
carbon sequestration and greenhouse gas emissions.  For example, under a 
high estimate the domestic livestock in this project under either of the action 
alternatives would produce 35.2 tons of methane, which would be equivalent to 
671 tons of carbon dioxide.  The Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPAs) 
reporting requirement for carbon dioxide emissions only applies to facilities that 
emit more than 25,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide.  The U.S. Energy 
Information Administration reports that in 2008 livestock in the United States 
produced 148,600,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions 
through enteric fermentation (the digestion process that creates methane).  
These calculations provide no certainty about the actual intensity of an 
individual project’s indirect effects on global climate change.  Uncertainty in 
climate change effects is expected because it is not possible to meaningfully 
link individual project actions to quantitative effects on climatic patterns.   

 
Roadless Areas 

There are a total of 41 Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) in the project area; 
23 are within the White Pine Range and 18 are in the Grant-Quinn Range.  The 
total number of acres classified as IRAs is 217,539 (38 percent of the project 
area).  Inventoried roadless areas comprise 58.51 million acres, or 31 percent, 
of National Forest System (NFS) lands.  These areas possess social and 
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ISSUE OR CONCERN RATIONALE FOR EXCLUSION FROM ANALYSIS 
ecological values and characteristics that are becoming scarce in an 
increasingly developed landscape.  Although NFS inventoried roadless areas 
represent only about 2 percent of the total land base of the United States, they 
provide unique opportunities for dispersed recreation, sources of clean drinking 
water, and large undisturbed landscapes that offer privacy and seclusion.  In 
addition, these areas provide a buffer against the spread of nonnative invasive 
plant species, support a diversity of habitats for native plant and animal 
species, conserve biological diversity, and provide opportunities for study, 
research, and education. 
 
None of the three alternatives presented under this analysis involve the 
construction or designation of roads.  This project will not affect the roadless 
character of any roadless area on the district.  Because this project does not 
involve the construction of roads, and will not affect the roadless character of 
any roadless area, roadless areas will not be analyzed in depth in this project.  
Additional information on these roadless areas can be found in the Wilderness 
and Inventoried Roadless Area Specialist Report in the project record. 

 
Livestock may affect recreation 
uses (hunting, fishing, camping, 
hiking, wildlife observation, 
backcountry uses, etc.) 

The area in which livestock grazing is proposed to be authorized is managed 
for multiple uses and was determined suitable for livestock grazing.  (See 
Rangeland Capability and Suitability section above).  The proposed action 
addresses ecological conditions in a way that should improve the overall quality 
of recreational uses in the project area.  While some recreational users may be 
troubled by evidence of livestock use in the project area, others may be more 
tolerant.  No restrictions on recreational use would result from the proposed 
action or the other alternatives in this analysis.  Livestock would not be 
permitted in developed campsites, which have been devoted to recreational 
uses.  Consequently, detailed analysis of the impacts on general recreational 
uses would provide no useful information to the public or the decision maker for 
this project.  Two wilderness qualities (outstanding opportunities for solitude 
and outstanding opportunities to primitive recreation) directly relate to 
recreation.  These qualities are analyzed in the Wilderness section in chapter 
3. 
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CHAPTER 2:  ALTERNATIVES  
(INCLUDING THE “PROPOSED ACTION”) 

2.1. Introduction 
This chapter describes and compares the alternatives considered for addressing the Ely Westside 
Rangeland Project’s purpose and need.  It also includes a discussion of how alternatives were 
developed, descriptions of the alternatives considered in detail, and a comparison of the 
alternatives in terms of relevant issues.  Mitigation and monitoring efforts for the project are also 
summarized.  Chapter 2 presents the alternatives in comparative form, sharply defining the issues 
and providing a clear basis for choice by the decision maker.  A detailed discussion of the effects 
of the alternatives and other environmental considerations can be found in chapter 3. 

2.2. Alternatives Considered in Detail 
In response to Forest Service handbook (FSH) direction and issues raised by the public, the Forest 
Service developed three alternatives:  

• Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
• Alternative 2 (Current Management) 
• Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) 

Each of these alternatives is described in detail in the following subsections. 

2.2.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) was developed to meet the purpose and need for the Ely 
Westside Rangeland Project.  The objective of this alternative is to manage these National Forest 
System lands to provide sustainable livestock grazing opportunities while protecting and 
improving essential ecosystem functions and values.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) relies on 
the current ecological condition of the rangelands to set annual proper use criteria, provides for 
future changes in these criteria as a result of a change in the ecological condition, and provides 
for various grazing practices and strategies to be implemented to allow grazing activities to 
contribute to achieving the desired ecological condition.  This alternative would set proper use 
criteria for habitat groups based on three possible ecological conditions (functioning, functioning-
at-risk, and non-functioning).   

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would: 

 Reauthorize grazing on the Blackrock, Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, 
Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments. 

 Authorize grazing on the Troy Mountain Allotment under a term grazing permit (allotment 
is currently closed, but being grazed under a temporary permit).  This action would require 
a non-significant amendment to the Forest Plan to open the allotment to livestock grazing. 

 Not authorize grazing on the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, and Irwin Canyon allotments 
(which would remain vacant).   

 Set proper use criteria (end-of-season utilization and streambank alteration levels) and 
within season triggers to determine when livestock should be moved or removed.  The 
proper use criteria, set out below in table 7, are based on the current ecological condition 
for each habitat group within each allotment.   
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 Apply design features to minimize the impacts or potential impacts of grazing and 
associated activities. 

 Conduct short-term and long-term monitoring to determine if adjustments to grazing are 
necessary. 

 Make prescribed adjustments to the proper use criteria based on ecological condition 
assessments conducted under long-term monitoring. 

No new structural developments, such as water developments or fences, are being proposed under 
this alternative.  Future structural developments may be required and approved under a site-
specific NEPA analysis.  Maintenance of existing structural developments would continue as 
outlined in the individual term grazing permits and annual operating instructions (AOIs). 

Under this alternative, National Forest System (NFS) lands would be managed to provide 
sustainable livestock grazing opportunities while protecting and improving essential ecosystem 
functions and values.  The kind and number of livestock would remain the same as currently 
permitted or as identified on last authorized term grazing permit.  In general, the size of 
livestock operations has declined since the late 1800s; thus, to move range conditions to 
functioning condition, the current permitted numbers were determined to be appropriate for 
initial stocking rates.  The development of the current stocking rates is discussed above in 
section 1.1.4 History of Allotments.  Annual adjustment to the proper use criteria and various 
grazing practices and strategies would continue to be implemented to allow grazing activities to 
contribute to achieving the desired ecological condition.  
Under this alternative, the grazing seasons would continue to vary by allotment with the typical 
permit season lasting approximately 3.5 months.  Under this alternative, the maximum use dates 
and head months are listed in table 6, by allotment.  Three of the allotments would remain 
vacant and would and would only be available for new term grazing permits after additional site-
specific NEPA analysis (map 3).  Additional information on these allotments is located in the 
project record in Section 05_Resources, Tab 09_Range. 
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Table 6:  Analyzed Season of Use, Maximum Head Months, and Maximum Days Grazed 
Under Proposed Action.   

ALLOTMENT 
NAME TYPE 

NUMBER OF 
ANIMALS 

ANALYZED 
SEASON OF USE 

MAXIMUM HEAD 
MONTHS 

MAXIMUM 
DAYS 

GRAZED 
Big Creek C&H1 Vacant Vacant Vacant N/A 

Blackrock C&H1 122  cow/calf June 1 - Oct. 31 409 102 

Cherry Creek S&G2 1,800  dry sheep Dec. 1 – Feb. 10 828 14 

Currant Creek C&H1 295  cow/calf June 1 – Oct. 31 1,047 108 
Ellison Basin C&H1 359  cow/calf June 1 – Oct. 31 1,440 122 

Hooper Canyon C&H1 Vacant Vacant Vacant N/A 
Illipah C&H1 169  cow/calf June 1 – Oct. 31 678 122 

Irwin Canyon C&H1 Vacant Vacant Vacant N/A 
Pine 

Creek/Quinn 
Canyon 

C&H1 260  cow/calf May 1 – Sept. 30 1,043 122 

Tom Plain C&H1 500  cow/calf June 1 – Oct. 31 2,005 122 
Treasure Hill C&H1 415  cow/calf June 1 – Oct. 31 1,665 122 

Troy Mtn. C&H1 150 cow/calf May 1 – Sept. 30 538 109 
Permitted C&H 
Grazing Totals  2,270  8,825  

Permitted S&G 
Grazing Totals  1,800  828  
1 C&H = Cattle and horse allotment. 
2 S&G = Sheep and goat allotment. 

 
Permitted dates would remain the same, but grazing may be adjusted to address seasonal 
concerns.  Grazing would not exceed the maximum head months or the maximum days grazed.  
Grazing would not be authorized outside of the analyzed season of use. 
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Map 3: Alternative 1: Proposed Action  
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2.2.1.1. Maximum Forage Utilization and Streambank Alteration 
Table 7 displays the proper use criteria that would initially be applied for each allotment within 
the project area.  Utilization would be measured as a percent by weight and would be based on 
end of the growing season conditions and streambank alteration would be based on a percentage 
of natural streambank stability.  Within season triggers for the movement of livestock would also 
be used and are discussed in greater detail below in the Proper Use Criteria section.  The highest 
proper use rates for each habitat group are assigned to allotments that are in functioning 
condition.  Proper use at these levels is expected to maintain these areas in functioning condition.  
Proper use rates for habitat groups in functioning-at-risk or non-functioning condition are lower 
than the functioning category.  Proper use under these rates is expected to allow these habitat 
groups to move toward and become functioning. 

Table 7:  Ecological Conditions and Proper Use Criteria by Habitat Group and Allotment. 
F = Functioning, FR = Functioning-at-Risk, NF = Non-functioning, N/A = Not Applicable (habitat group does not 
occur in significant quantity on the allotment) 

Allotments 
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Big Creek FR N/A N/A FR N/A N/A FR N/A N/A N/A FR N/A N/A 

Blackrock FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% 20% FR 25% 40% 

Cherry Creek FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% 20% FR 25% 40% 

Currant Creek FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% 20% FR 25% 40% 

Ellison Basin FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% 20% FR 25% 40% 

Hooper Canyon FR N/A N/A FR N/A N/A NF N/A N/A N/A FR N/A N/A 

Illipah FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% F 35% 45% 20% FR 25% 40% 

Irwin Canyon FR N/A N/A FR N/A N/A F N/A N/A N/A FR N/A N/A 
Pine Creek/  
Quinn Canyon FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% NF 15% 25% 10% FR 25% 40% 

Tom Plain FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% 20% FR 25% 40% 

Treasure Hill FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% FR 25% 35% 20% FR 25% 40% 

Troy Mountain NF 15% 25% FR 25% 35% N/A    FR 25% 40% 
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2.2.1.2. Resource-Specific Design Features 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes project design features for sage grouse, goshawk, 
sensitive plants, cultural resources, pygmy rabbits, draft allotment management plans (AMPs), 
and best management practices as detailed below. 

2.2.1.2.1. Wildlife 
Future planned activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use such as salting, placement of 
watering sources, and placement of temporary handling facilities, would avoid impacting wildlife 
by being located at least: 

• 0.5 miles from a known sage-grouse nest or active lek (USDA FS 2012 and Connelly et 
al. 2000).  

• 100 feet from a pygmy rabbit burrow (Larrucea 2007 and USDI FWS 2004). 
• 650 feet from a known active flammulated owl nest until young have fledged (Reynolds 

1992). 
• 500 feet from a known active bat roost or hibernacula (Pierson 1999). 
• 0.25 mile from riparian and aspen vegetation communities (derived from Sierra Nevada 

Framework to protect goshawk nest sites (USDA FS 2004)). 

Where existing concentrating activities are located within these buffers, permittees should adjust 
their locations according to these guidelines, where possible. 

Avoid opening any allotments within 4.0 miles of leks before June 30 (protects nesting/early 
brood-rearing) or within 0.5 miles before May 15 (protects breeding) (USDA FS 2012). 
 
Within 1.25 miles of active leks or in movement corridors between leks and roost locations, all 
proposed fences would be mitigated with proper siting, marking, and post and pole 
construction; all existing fences would be marked; and all fences that are no longer needed 
would be removed (USDA FS 2012). 

All water developments would be designed and fitted with escape ramps that meet Bat 
Conservation International standards (Taylor and Tuttle 2007).  

2.2.1.2.2. Sensitive Plants 
Future planned activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use, such as salting, placement of 
watering sources, and placement of temporary handling facilities, shall not occur any closer than 
0.25 miles of known sensitive plant locations.  Future livestock concentrating activities would not 
occur in potential habitat for sensitive plant species until surveys are performed.  If sensitive 
plants are found, the population would be avoided.  At this time there are no known locations of 
sensitive plants being affected by concentrating activities.  If any sensitive plants are found 
where placement has already affected known sensitive plant locations, the activity would be 
evaluated for adverse effects and a determination made about whether mitigation is required to 
provide adequate protection.  Surveys in potential habitat would also include existing activities 
that concentrate livestock use. 

2.2.1.2.3. Cultural Resources 
Future salt blocks, watering sources, or other range supplements likely to concentrate animals in 
small areas would be placed to avoid potentially eligible cultural resource sites.  Where 
supplement placement has already affected cultural sites, movement should be considered if the 
site is considered potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  The two-tiered 
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strategy to address potential effects to historic properties from the rangeland memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) between the Forest Service and the Nevada State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) would continue to be implemented.  Eligible cultural resources adversely 
affected by existing range developments would be mitigated or avoided following the protocols 
listed in the MOU. See Cultural Resources section in chapter 3 for additional information on the 
strategy implemented under the MOU. 

2.2.1.2.4. Allotment Management Plans 
New allotment management plans (AMPs) would display the following management practices to 
address the need for rest or deferment as a restoration tool.  The new AMPs would design and 
implement grazing systems that prevent an area from being grazed at the same time of year for 3 
or more years in a row. 

• Timing of livestock use (season of use, range readiness):  Elevation, temperate zone, 
predominance by cool or warm season forage plants, and seasonal danger periods 
with poisonous plants are factors considered in establishing season of use.  If 
resource conditions (forage growth, saturated soils, etc.) are consistently not ready 
for livestock use, entry dates may need to be adjusted.  Lack of movement toward 
achieving desired conditions may determine the need to place emphasis on winter, 
spring, or fall use, rather than summer use.   

• Intensity of use (forage utilization, browse use, streambank alteration):  The main 
trigger for intensity of use is the point at which allowable use is reached.  Reaching 
allowable use prompts the need to examine distribution tools (herding, salting, 
fencing, availability of water), timing of cattle movement either between units or off 
the allotment, class of livestock, and stocking rate.   

• Duration of use (entry dates, move dates, and exit dates):  If allowable use levels are 
consistently exceeded (3 years in a row), there is a need to examine each of these 
components to determine the need for change.  

• Frequency of use (grazing system):  Grazing systems should minimize adverse plant 
response to grazing intensity, frequency, and seasonality.  If, over time, a grazing 
system (the length and timing of rest or deferment) is not restoring forage plant vigor 
and maintaining high vegetation condition, the grazing system may need to be 
modified. 

Appendix G includes draft AMPs with this information for each allotment where grazing 
would be authorized under this alternative. 

2.2.1.2.5. Best Management Practices 
State of Nevada and Forest Service Intermountain Region best management practices (BMPs) 
would be used to meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act.  The Forest Service 
Intermountain Region has also developed BMPs to address noxious weeds.  A listing of BMPs 
that would guide this project can be found in appendix D. 

The following sections provide a more detailed discussion of some of the key 
elements of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) identified in the bulleted list above. 

2.2.1.3. Proper Use Criteria 
Under the Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), proper use criteria have been set for each allotment 
based on current rangeland ecological conditions.  For this project, herbaceous and woody 
utilization and streambank alteration were chosen as the proper use criteria.  The Intermountain 
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Region Rangeland Ecosystem Analysis and Monitoring Handbook (FSH 2209.21, Ch. Zero 
Code) defines proper use criteria as the: 

“limiting factor or factors which will be measured on a particular site to determine if the 
site has been properly used.  It could be residual forage, impact on other resources or 
uses, or any other measurable factor on a particular site”.   

Proper use criteria are guides for managing livestock movement and assessing resource use 
impacts at the end of growing season.  The assessment of proper use criteria determines if grazing 
use leaves resources in an appropriate condition for moving toward objectives.  The proposed 
proper use criteria are designed to manage livestock grazing at levels that would move the 
resources towards the desired conditions.  The proper use criteria are not desired conditions, they 
are measurable limits on grazing that would allow the landscape features to meet or move 
towards desired conditions.   

Generally, proper use criteria cannot by themselves determine whether a particular grazing 
system is contributing to recovery, or conversely, contributing to degradation.  This is especially 
true of a single year’s values.  Long-term monitoring is used to determine the ecological 
condition and trend of the rangeland resources.  Additional information on long-term monitoring 
is discussed below. 

2.2.1.3.1. Utilization at the End of the Growing Season 
Utilization considers the physiological response of the plants being grazed and can be important 
to changes in soil, water, and vegetation resources when used appropriately (Smith et al. 2007).  
Although utilization could be exceeded on occasional years without a dramatic effect on 
ecological condition, routine and repeated excess utilization of herbaceous and woody species 
would have detrimental effects on ecological condition.  Maximum utilization values to promote 
plant health and vigor would be set and measured as a percent by weight at the end of the 
growing season.  As a result, ecological condition over the long term would be maintained or 
improve. 

The amount of use is not the only factor related to livestock grazing that may affect the plant 
community.  Other factors such as 1) when the area is being grazed and 2) how long the livestock 
are grazing an area are also critical to livestock management.  Even given these other factors 
when assessing effects to plants for livestock grazing, use levels seem to be the most important 
factor (Clary and Webster 1989).  Holechek and others (1998) found that differences in utilization 
levels showed more change in plant response and health than differences in grazing systems. 

2.2.1.3.2. Streambank Alteration 
Streambank alteration can occur when large herbivores walk along streambanks or across 
streams (USDI BLM 2011, Cowley 2002).  The animals’ weight can cause shearing that can 
result in a breakdown of the streambank and subsequent widening of some stream channel types.  
It can also expose bare soil, increasing the risk of erosion of the streambank.  Animals walking 
along the streambank may increase the amount of soil exposed to the erosive effects of water by 
breaking or cutting through the vegetation and exposing roots and/or soil (USDI BLM 2011).  
Excessive trampling causes soil compaction, resulting in decreased vegetative cover, less 
vigorous root systems, and more exposure of the soil surface to erosion (USDI BLM 2011).  

Streambank alteration can be used as a within season trigger to move livestock; it can also be 
used as an end-of-season indicator of proper use (USDI BLM 2011).   
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Similar to stubble height, streambank alteration is an annual or short-term 
indicator of the effect of grazing impacts on long-term streambank stability. 
As such, it can be used as a tool to assess grazing intensity and to determine 
when such intensity may be excessive (USDI BLM 2011).  

Recent studies are beginning to reflect the importance of streambank alteration as proper use 
criteria and have found that streambank alteration levels are more effective in initiating an 
upward change in condition than either forage utilization or stubble height (USDI BLM 2011) 

Cowley (2002) summarizes various studies that describe levels of functioning streambanks and 
found that 70 percent unaltered streambanks (i.e., 30 percent altered streambanks) is the 
minimum level that would maintain stable conditions.  Pfankuch (1978) and Hayslip (1993) use 
90 percent or more unaltered streambank as the lower level of excellent or optimal condition.  
Cowley (2002) provides support for using 20 percent streambank alteration for streambanks in 
functioning condition.  Cowley (2002) also acknowledges that 20 percent streambank 
alteration would provide for significant progress towards functioning condition.  Finally, 
Cowley (2002) concluded that 10 percent or less streambank alteration would allow for near 
optimal streambank recovery. 

However, not all streambank channels are equally susceptible to disturbance (Rosgen 1996).  
Using the Rosgen (1996) system for categorizing stream channels, streambank alteration is 
only an appropriate tool for making livestock management decision on “E”, “F”, and “G” 
channel types and “C” channel types in valley bottoms.  Streambank alteration is not an 
appropriate tool for making livestock management decisions on “A”, “B”, or “D” channel 
types, or “C” channel types where the main control is rock or large woody debris.  One of the 
common themes between these four channel types is they are located in valley bottoms.  Table 8 
provides examples of the various channel types, including the vertical streambanks that are 
characteristic of “E”, “F”, “G”, and “C” channel types.  These channel types are discussed in 
greater detail in the Watershed Specialist Report in the project record. 

Table 8:  Primary Delineative Criteria for the Major Stream Types 

 
Source:  Rosgen 1996. 
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Only a few streams in the project area have “E”, “F”, and “G” channel types or “C” channel 
types in valley bottoms.  On the White Pine Range, these streams include Illipah Creek, Ellison 
Creek, White River, and Currant Creek.  On the Grant-Quinn Range, these streams include 
Cherry Creek, Pine Creek, and Cottonwood Creek.  See maps 4 and 5.  As noted above, only a 
portion of these streams would be categorized as an “E”, “F”, or “G” channel type or a “C” 
channel type in a valley bottoms.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would use streambank 
alteration as proper use criteria on these streams to indicate the need to move livestock from the 
area.   
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Map 4: Streambank Alteration Monitoring on White Pine Range  
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Map 5: Streambank Alteration Monitoring on Grant-Quinn Range  
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2.2.1.3.3. Within Season Triggers 

To ensure that the end of growing season utilization levels are not exceeded, appropriate within 
season triggers would be applied to grazing systems and site specific conditions.  Within season 
triggers are guides for livestock managers to move livestock.  Within season triggers can include, 
among other things, duration, streambank alteration, and utilization.  Within season triggers 
regarding utilization are often set higher than the end of growing season measurements because 
regrowth can occur in the grazed area after livestock have been removed.   

Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan (appendix B) establishes the maximum within season utilization 
triggers for both upland and riparian vegetation communities.  Amendment 2 also provides 
guidance for the appropriate application of within season utilization triggers.  Following this 
guidance, within season utilization triggers would be set annually after consideration of the 
grazing system, current conditions in the allotment, and the end of growing season utilization 
levels.   

In 2005, seeps and springs were categorized in accordance with Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan 
(USDA FS 1986).  Maximum utilization limits, in the form of within season triggers, have been 
established for riparian areas, seeps and springs, uplands, riparian browse, and upland browse, 
and are taken from Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan as summarized in table 8.   

2.2.1.3.4. Proper Use Criteria by Rangeland Condition 
The proper use criteria for each rangeland condition are listed by habitat group in table 9.  This 
table displays the maximum utilization and streambank alteration levels for various habitat groups 
in the project area.  Proper use measurements would be based on end of growing season 
conditions for herbaceous vegetation.  Woody vegetation and streambank alteration proper use 
measurements would be within season triggers based on the current year’s growth and alteration.  
These proper use criteria were established based on the most current information available 
regarding the conditions and trends of resources within each allotment.  These proper use criteria 
are based on an extensive review of scientific literature on grazing and its effect on vegetation 
under conditions similar to those in the Ely Westside Rangeland Project area. 

As shown in table 9, utilization and streambank alteration is generally more restrictive if a habitat 
group is in functioning-at-risk or non-functioning condition than it would be if the community 
was in functioning condition.  The proper use criteria have been adjusted to more appropriately 
reflect levels of use that would protect resources and ensure stable and upward trends in 
vegetation and stream conditions.  The specific proper use criteria that would be used from table 
9 would vary by allotment based on the habitat groups and condition in each allotment.  Under 
this alternative, specific proper use criteria have been established for each allotment based on the 
current ecological condition of the habitat groups within each allotment (table 7).   
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Table 9:  Proper Use Criteria under Alternative 1 – Proposed Action. 
 

HABITAT GROUP 
Maximum Allowable Utilization as a % 

by Weight 

Habitat Grazing  
System Riparian Value Area2 

Within 
Season 
Trigger 

End of Season 
F/FR/NF1 

He
rb

ac
eo

us
 V

eg
et

at
io

n 

Moist-Dry 
Meadow 
Wet Meadow 
Stream/ 
Riparian 

Season  
Long 

Class I-II 35 355/35/25 
Class III-IV 50 

45/35/253 
 

Class V 55 

Deferred 
Rotation 

Class I-II 45 
Class III-IV 55 
Class V 65 

Rest 
Rotation 

Class I-II 45 
Class III-IV 60 
Class V 65 

High 
Intensity 
Short 
Duration 

Class I-II 55 
Class III-IV 65 
Class V 70 

Aspen/ 
Cottonwood 

Season Long 55 
45/35/25 Deferred Rotation 60 

Rest Rotation 65 
Non-Riparian Season Long 55 

50/40/30 Deferred Rotation 60 
Rest Rotation 65 

W
oo

dy
 

Ve
ge

ta
tio

n 

Non-Riparian 50 35/25/15 
Aspen (available saplings) 35 35/25/15 
Meadows (dry, moist, wet) 35 35/25/15 
Stream/Riparian (cottonwood, available saplings) 35 35/25/15 
Stream/Riparian (non-cottonwood) 35 35/25/15 

St
re

am
ba

nk
 

Al
te

ra
tio

n4 

Stream 

F/FR/NF1 

N/A 20/20/10 

1  Functioning/Functioning-at-Risk/Non-Functioning ecological condition 
2  Riparian value areas as defined in Forest Plan Amendment 2 
3  All riparian value areas regardless of classification 
4  As measured by Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) protocol (USDI BLM 2011) 
5  35 percent is the maximum utilization allowed by Forest Plan Amendment 2 for season long grazing on Class 
I or II riparian value areas 

2.2.1.4. Monitoring 
Monitoring has the dual purpose of ensuring compliance with the design features and proper use 
criteria for an allotment and determining whether the current management of the allotment is 
maintaining or moving the area toward functioning condition.  Implementation and focused 
effectiveness monitoring are necessary to determine when or if management changes should be 
made and to guide the direction that those changes take.  Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), 
monitoring would occur at varying levels on every allotment every year.  The Forest Service 
would invite participation from rangeland users and other interested parties where feasible.  The 
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Forest would prepare an annual report regarding the previous year’s range management activities, 
including the results of any monitoring that occurred, both short-term and long-term, within each 
allotment. 

2.2.1.4.1. Key Areas 
Because the acreages these allotments cover is vast and soil and vegetation parameters cannot be 
monitored on every part of an allotment, the “key area concept” would be used for short-term 
and long-term monitoring efforts.  A key area is a relatively small portion of rangeland that 
because of its location, grazing or browsing value, and/or use serves as a monitoring and 
evaluation site that is representative of conditions in the larger area.  A key area guides the 
general management of the entire area of which it is a part, and would reflect the overall 
acceptability of current grazing management over the range.  Key areas can be a short segment of 
stream or a small upland area.  A key area can also be an entire stream reach or large upland 
basin.   

The initial key area locations for short-term and long-term monitoring for each allotment are 
included in the draft AMPs in appendix G.  The locations of key areas for monitoring may be 
changed or adjusted over time as conditions change or new information becomes available.  The 
process for selecting key areas is described in appendix E. 

2.2.1.4.2. Implementation Monitoring (Short-Term)  
Short-term monitoring would be used to determine if the actions described under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) are being implemented as planned and are meeting the proper use criteria and 
design criteria.  It could also be used to conduct limited tracking on ecological condition and 
trend.   

Overall monitoring of conditions on the Ely Ranger District, including the project area, occurs 
every year.  This kind of monitoring is based on general observations of rangeland conditions by 
the Forest Service and reports from other visitors to the project area.  This work is done in 
conjunction with rangeland management, as well as other resource management activities (i.e., 
fisheries, wildlife, archaeology, etc.).  This information would be evaluated to determine if 
additional monitoring emphasis is desirable in a particular allotment. 

Project specific short-term monitoring would involve the following actions: 

• On an annual basis, the Forest Service would conduct compliance monitoring (including 
within season trigger and proper use criteria observations) on every allotment where 
grazing is authorized that year.  Annual operating instructions (AOIs) and terms and 
conditions would be monitored for compliance. 

• The proper use criteria would be monitored using established protocols.  End-of-season 
utilization would be monitored using the annual monitoring methodologies included in 
the Utilization Studies and Residual Measurements (Interagency Technical Reference, 
1734-3, 1996).  These are the methods referred to in the Nevada Rangeland Monitoring 
Handbook.  Streambank alteration would be monitored using the multiple indicator 
monitoring (MIM) protocol (USDI BLM 2011). 

• Proper use criteria monitoring for end-of-season utilization would be conducted in key 
areas.  As discussed above, key areas are locations that are representative of conditions 
in the larger area.  Monitoring locations would vary from year to year because 
livestock do not use the same place in the same way every year.  Key areas would be 
moved (annually if necessary) if they are not located in an area representative of the 
conditions in the larger area.  The process for selecting where to place a key area is 
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described in appendix E. 
• The Forest Service would invite participation from permittees, other rangeland users, and 

interested parties in the short-term monitoring efforts.   
• The responsibility for ensuring livestock moves occur on time remains with the permittee.  

To ensure they meet this responsibility, permittees would conduct monitoring of proper 
use criteria and compliance with the AOIs, which could include design features, 
improvement maintenance, and other standards, guidelines, and terms and conditions in 
the grazing permits, to ensure they meet this responsibility. 

• Permittees, other rangeland users, and interested parties would be encouraged to share any 
short-term monitoring data they collect.  Permit administrators would review this 
monitoring information to ensure compliance and prepare for the next grazing season.  
Monitoring information may include documentation of utilization measurements, photos, 
or other relevant documentation.   

• The Forest Service would work with the permittee(s) throughout and immediately 
following the grazing season to determine the outcome for each allotment for that season.   

2.2.1.4.3. Effectiveness Monitoring (Long-Term) 
Long-term monitoring would be used to determine if the proper use criteria and grazing 
management guidelines included in this alternative and the AMPs are effective in moving 
resources towards functioning ecological conditions and moving towards an upward or stable 
trend in resource conditions.  Long-term monitoring would gauge the success of allotment 
management by comparing evaluations on rangeland condition and trend against previous 
evaluations.  Rangeland condition (functioning, functioning-at-risk, non-functioning) has been 
discussed in detail in section 1.4.3.  Trend is characterized as “toward potential,” “away from 
potential,” or “static” (SRM 1989) or “direction of change over time” (FSH 2209.21).  The 
appraisal of trend is simply the recognition of the nature, rate, and direction of ecological change 
(USDA FS 1951).   
As noted above in section 1.4.3 Summary of the Management Direction, functioning ecological 
condition as defined by the Matrices is a general expression of desired conditions.  Each matrix 
contains multiple attributes used to determine that general expression of the current ecological 
condition.  While consideration of all of these attributes is appropriate when making a general 
determination of ecological condition, making project-level decisions or adjustments are not 
always warranted.  This is because not all of the attributes used by the Matrices to assess 
ecological condition in a vegetation community are affected equally, or even at all, by project-
level activities.   

For this project, future ecological condition assessments would be based on the attributes that 
have a cause and effect relationship with adjustments in livestock management.  Data on all 
attributes would be collected when monitoring is conducted so the general condition of the area 
can be determined.  After the monitoring data has been collected, attributes that are not in 
functioning condition would be individually evaluated to determine if domestic livestock grazing 
is affecting them.  This evaluation would be documented as part of the long-term monitoring 
report.  If the evaluation does not identify a causal link between the authorized grazing activities 
and an attribute that is not in functioning condition, that attribute would not be considered in the 
project-level assessment of ecological condition or in a determination to adjust proper use criteria.  
Examples of situations where an attribute would not be used include conifer encroachment into 
aspen stands, pinyon-juniper encroachment into uplands, and water quality attributes affected by 
other activities. 
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Current conditions and trends have been identified in the project area by using a variety of data 
and monitoring techniques which include ecodata plots, nested frequency studies, and general 
aquatic wildlife surveys (GAWS).  Scorecards, including the Matrices (appendix A), the Central 
Nevada Riparian Guide (USDA FS 1996), and the Sagebrush-Grass Community Guide (USDA 
FS 1987), were used to evaluate the data and guide in the identification of current ecological 
condition.  The Vegetation (and Range) Specialist Report (located in the Range folder in the 
Resources section of the project record) contains the detailed data, methodologies, analyses, 
conclusions, maps, references, and technical documentation relied upon to reach the 
conclusions in this EIS.  The original vegetation studies can also be found in the project 
record. 

Long-term monitoring sites would be verified or re-established by an interdisciplinary team and 
reviewed by the Forest ecologist and other resource specialists.  Sites are representative of the 
dominant soil and vegetation types on the allotments.  The locations of the long-term monitoring 
sites for each allotment would be included in the AMPs.  The draft AMPs included in appendix 
G identify the initial long-term monitoring locations that will be used for the allotments.  Long-
term monitoring locations may be added or modified over time to adjust to new and/or updated 
information (FSH 2209.21, 42). 

The long-term monitoring sites would be re-evaluated approximately every 5 years to determine 
rangeland condition, using the appropriate scorecards discussed above.  This time frame was 
chosen because measurable changes in conditions occur slowly in the project area.  More frequent 
monitoring is unlikely to result in any information that documents that the conditions have 
changed.  Approved monitoring methods are listed in FSH 2209.21, chapter 40 and include 
photograph points, nested frequency, point ground cover samples, line intercept, plant density, 
and riparian protocols described in Cowley and others (2005) and Winward (2000).  To determine 
actual trend, the long-term monitoring sites would be reevaluated using the appropriate parameter 
(composition, cover, etc.) and methodology (nested frequency, MIM, photo points, etc.).   

Detailed monitoring protocols describing methods, time frames, locations, and a key to identify 
the vegetation groups have been included in the project record.  These protocols would guide 
monitoring activities.  The condition and trend information, along with other data would be used 
to evaluate any needs for change in management, including adjustments to the proper use criteria 
or season of use.  

Allotment specific information and locations would be included within the individual AMPs.  
Appendix G includes draft AMPs with this information for each allotment. 

Although not required by Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), wildlife monitoring would continue, 
focusing on habitats for sensitive and management indicator species (MIS).  Population 
monitoring would generally be conducted in cooperation with Nevada Division of Wildlife 
(NDOW).  The Forest Service would continue to cooperate with NDOW to complete GAWS 
stream surveys on various streams within the project area.   

Permittees would be encouraged, but not required, to participate in long-term monitoring and to 
collect data on their allotment(s).  Data collection could be done in cooperation with the Forest 
Service or entirely on their own.  Any data collected by the permittees would be collected using 
Forest Service approved methodologies or protocols.  The Forest Service would fully review all 
data collected by the permittees to determine the quality and reliability of the data.  All data 
collected would be stored in the allotment monitoring files at the Ely Ranger District.   

While long-term monitoring using the Matrices and other appropriate protocols to measure trend 
would generally occur on a 5-year cycle, individual attributes contained within the Matrices may 
be monitored more frequently at select locations to more closely track trends.  Other long-term 
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monitoring methods, such as photo points, would be done annually at select locations throughout 
the allotments.  If the methods for evaluating condition or trend have changed by the time of the 
monitoring, adjustments would be made to ensure that data can be “cross-walked” between the 
different methodologies so actual long-term trend can be determined.   

2.2.1.4.4. Management Adjustments Based on Monitoring  
Based on the successes or failures observed through short-term and long-term monitoring, 
adjustments to grazing strategies would be made.  As discussed above, short-term monitoring 
would occur annually and long-term monitoring would generally occur on a 5-year cycle.  
Allotment specific monitoring sites and schedules would be included within the AMPs.   

The information obtained through this monitoring effort would be evaluated to determine if 
management of an allotment should be adjusted.  The flowchart included below in figure 1 
displays how monitoring results would be used to determine whether adjustments to grazing 
management are warranted and what kind of adjustments would be made.  If adjustments are 
necessary, they would be included in the next year’s AOIs.   

As the flowchart in figure 1 indicates, monitoring results could lead to several different kinds 
of adjustments to livestock grazing or management.  In some circumstances, prescribed 
adjustments would be made to the proper use criteria if ecological conditions decline or 
improve.  See tables 10 and 11.  Other situations would call for administrative adjustments, 
including any of the various livestock management tools discussed in greater detail in appendix 
F, a temporary reduction on within season triggers and proper use criteria, or a temporary 
reduction in the number of livestock on the allotment.  New grazing improvements, such as 
fencing or water developments, would require additional environmental analysis.  Finally, if 
the permittee is not in compliance with the terms of their permit, administrative action on the 
permit may be warranted.  Only the prescribed adjustments to the proper use criteria are part 
of the Proposed Action.  The administrative actions are included in this discussion to provide a 
complete picture on how the monitoring results would be applied. 
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Figure 1. Livestock Management Flowchart 
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Table 10.  Adaptive Management When Long-Term Monitoring Indicates Stable or Improving in Ecological Condition. 
 

DC Mgmt 
Objective 

Existing 
Condition and 

Trend 
End of Season 

Indicator Threshold of Concern 
Adaptive Management if 
Threshold of Concern is 

Reached 
Monitoring 

Herbaceous 
Vegetation 

Functioning 
ecological 
condition 

Functioning 45% utilization 
1 

Long-term monitoring 
indicates static or upward 
trend 

Continue allowing up to 45% 
utilization1 

Utilization measured at end 
of growing season 

Functioning-at-
risk 35% utilization 

Long-term monitoring 
indicates functioning 
condition 

Allow up to 45% utilization1 

Non-
functioning 25% utilization 

Long-term monitoring 
indicates functioning-at-risk 
condition 

Allow up to 35% utilization 

Woody 
Vegetation 

Functioning 
ecological 
condition 

Functioning 35% utilization 
Long-term monitoring 
indicates static or upward 
trend 

Continue allowing up to 35% 
utilization 

Browse use measured at 
end of grazing season 

Functioning-at-
risk 25% utilization 

Long-term monitoring 
indicates functioning 
condition 

Allow up to 35% utilization 

Non-
functioning 15% utilization 

Long-term monitoring 
indicates functioning-at-risk 
condition 

Allow up to 25% utilization 

Streambank 
Alteration 

Functioning 
ecological 
condition 

Functioning 20% alteration 
Long-term monitoring 
indicates static or upward 
trend 

Continue allowing up to 20% 
alteration 

Alteration measured at end 
of time in unit 

Functioning-at-
risk 20% alteration 

Long-term monitoring 
indicates functioning 
condition 

Allow up to 20% alteration 

Non-
functioning 10% alteration 

Long-term monitoring 
indicates functioning-at-risk 
condition 

Allow up to 20% alteration 

1  Maximum utilization for Class I and II Riparian Value Areas under a season-long grazing system is 35 percent (FP Amendment 2, p. 5, 1990) 
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Table 11.  Adaptive Management When Long-Term Monitoring Indicates Decline in Ecological Condition. 
 DC Mgmt 

Objective 
Existing 

Condition and 
Trend 

Existing End 
of Season 
Indicator 

Threshold of Concern 
Adaptive Management if 
Threshold of Concern is 

Reached 
Monitoring 

Herbaceous 
Vegetation 

Functioning 
ecological 
condition 

Functioning 45% utilization 
Long-term monitoring 
indicates functioning-at-risk 
condition 

Reduce to 35% utilization 

Utilization measured at end 
of growing season Functioning-

at-risk 35% utilization Long-term monitoring 
indicates non-functioning 
condition 

Reduce to 25% utilization 

Non-
functioning 25% utilization Remain at 25% utilization, 

consider additional actions 

Woody 
Vegetation 

Functioning 
ecological 
condition 

Functioning 35% utilization 
Long-term monitoring 
indicates functioning-at-risk 
condition 

Reduce to 25% utilization 

Browse use measured at end 
of grazing season Functioning-

at-risk 25% utilization Long-term monitoring 
indicates non-functioning 
condition 

Reduce to 15% utilization 

Non-
functioning 15% utilization Remain at 15% utilization, 

consider additional actions 

Streambank 
Alteration 

Functioning 
ecological 
condition 

Functioning 20% alteration 
Long-term monitoring 
indicates functioning-at-risk 
condition 

20% alteration 

Alteration measured at end 
of time in unit Functioning-

at-risk 20% alteration Long-term monitoring 
indicates non-functioning 
condition 

10% alteration 

Non-
functioning 10% alteration 10% alteration, consider 

additional actions 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

46   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

The process begins with consideration of the results from short-term monitoring.  If short-term 
monitoring indicates the proper use criteria (PUC) are being met, the next step is to consider 
the results of long-term monitoring.  Depending on how ecological conditions have changed, 
adjustments to the PUC levels would be made.  If long-term monitoring reflected ecological 
conditions were stable or had improved in the allotment, table 10 would be used to determine 
the appropriate upward adjustment to the PUC levels.  However, if the long-term monitoring 
demonstrates that ecological conditions in the allotment have declined, table 11 would be used 
to make the appropriate reduction to the PUC levels. 

If the short-term monitoring indicates the applicable PUC levels were not met that year, the 
next step is to consider whether the permittee was otherwise in compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the permitted livestock grazing.  If the permittee was otherwise in compliance, 
this suggests that administrative adjustments should be considered for the allotment.  Permittee 
compliance would be measured by considering (among other things) whether range 
developments associated with the allotment were in good repair and operating properly and 
whether livestock moves were made on time.  Examples of the kinds of administrative 
adjustments that would be considered are included in appendix F.  These tools include 
adjusting season of use, time of use, herding, and supplement placement.  Implementation of 
some restoration strategies and/or activities may require additional NEPA analysis and 
decisions.  On the other hand, if the permittee is not otherwise in compliance with the terms 
and conditions of the permitted livestock grazing, then permit action authorized under FSH 
2209.13 would be considered at that time.   

In some instances, if short-term monitoring reveals specific vegetation conditions have 
changed as a result of grazing strategies, the allotment would be assessed to determine the 
current ecological condition.  If the ecological condition has changed, the management 
adjustment process based on long-term monitoring would be applied.  Management 
adjustments based on long-term monitoring are described below.  

If short-term monitoring efforts identify a habitat group not included in tables 10 or 11, it 
would still be managed consistent with this alternative.  The best available information would 
be used to determine the ecological condition of the habitat group and the appropriate proper 
use criteria from tables 10 or 11 would be applied.  For example, if cottonwood were identified 
(discovered, etc.) in an allotment, its condition would be determined and the appropriate proper 
use criteria from tables 10 or 11 would be used to manage grazing activities in that habitat 
group. 

2.2.1.5. Range Developments 
Results of the allotment condition inventories and both implementation and effectiveness 
monitoring may identify a need to alter the location or construct new range developments, such as 
fences or water developments.  This final environmental impact statement (FEIS) does not 
identify the need for new range developments nor does it consider the potential environmental 
effects of additional range developments.  The need for these facilities would be determined on a 
case-by-case basis and used to facilitate the implementation of the management strategies and 
proper use criteria listed in tables 10 and 11.  As new improvements are considered, all 
applicable laws and regulations would be followed (i.e., future NEPA analysis at the appropriate 
level). 

2.2.1.6. Allotment Management Plans 
New AMPs would be developed for each allotment for the next grazing season after issuance of 
the record of decision and would include the proper use criteria, key areas, and monitoring 
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schedules.  These AMPs would implement Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and all of its 
requirements.  Draft versions of the new AMPs are included in appendix G.  The new AMPs 
would be finalized through a cooperative effort between the Forest Service and the affected 
permittees.  Additional environmental analysis would not be necessary for the development and 
finalization of the new AMPs because they implement the decisions that would be issued based 
on, and consistent with, this analysis.  The AMPs and AOIs would be the tools to guide the-day 
to-day operations and on-the-ground implementation of the record of decision for this 
environmental impact statement (EIS).  

2.2.1.7. Communication and Cooperation 
To ensure appropriate communication, cooperation, and collaboration associated with 
management of grazing allotments in the project area occurs, the following actions would be 
taken to improve management associated with this alternative: 

• Occasional field reviews with permittees and interested individuals and organizations 
may be scheduled, as needed, to evaluate on-the-ground conditions and resources. 

• A report summarizing management actions, monitoring, and allotment administration 
would be completed annually and distributed and/or made available on the Forest’s 
website to livestock permittees, state and federal agencies, county and tribal 
governments, other cooperators, and interested individuals.  

2.2.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Under the Alternative 2 (Current Management), livestock grazing would continue as it is 
currently permitted on the Blackrock, Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, Pine 
Creek/Quinn Canyon, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments (map 6).  The management 
systems, numbers of animals, and season of use would remain the same under this alternative 
(table 9).  The Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, and Irwin Canyon allotments would remain vacant 
and the Troy Mountain Allotment would remain closed (map 6).  No new temporary grazing 
permit would be authorized on the Troy Mountain Allotment.  The three vacant allotments would 
continue to be used in emergency situations (drought years, fire relief, etc.) and would be 
available for new term grazing permits after additional site-specific NEPA analysis.  The existing 
standards and guidelines in Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan, as well as current AMPs, would 
continue to guide the management within the project area.  Additional information on current 
management parameters is included in appendix C. 
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Table 12:  Term Grazing Permits under Alternative 2 (Current Management). 

ALLOTMENT 
NAME TYPE 

PERMIT 
EXPIRATION 

ON  
DATE 

OFF  
DATE 

NUMBER OF 
ANIMALS 

HEAD 
MONTHS 

Big Creek C&H1 Vacant Vacant Vacant Vacant Vacant 

Blackrock C&H1 2015 6/21 9/30 122 cow/calf 409 

Cherry Creek S&G2 2021 12/1 2/10 1,800 dry sheep 828 

Currant Creek C&H1 2015 6/15 9/30 295 cow/calf 1,047 
Ellison Basin C&H1 2019 6/11 10/10 359 cow/calf 1,440 
Hooper Canyon C&H1 Vacant Vacant Vacant Vacant Vacant 
Illipah C&H1 2013 6/16 10/15 169 cow/calf 678 
Irwin Canyon C&H1 Vacant Vacant Vacant Vacant Vacant 

Pine Creek/ 
Quinn Canyon C&H1 

2015 6/1 9/30 50 cow/calf 201 
2020 6/1 9/30 210 cow/calf 842 

Tom Plain C&H1 2015 6/11 10/10 500 cow/calf 2,005 
Treasure Hill C&H1 2015 6/16 10/15 415 cow/calf 1,665 
Troy Mtn. Closed Closed Closed Closed Closed Closed 
Permitted Livestock Grazing Totals 3,920 9,115 

1 C&H = Cattle and horse allotment. 
2 S&G = Sheep and goat allotment. 
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Map 6: Alternative 2: Current Management 
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2.2.2.1. Resource-Specific Design Features 
Alternative 2 (Current Management) includes the same project design features for sensitive 
plants, cultural resources, best management practices, and within season triggers as detailed 
above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Alternative 2 (Current Management) does not 
include the design features incorporated in Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) for wildlife, 
development of new AMPs, or the proper use criteria for utilization measured at the end of the 
growing season or streambank alteration. 

With regard to within season triggers, it is recognized that these standards represent the maximum 
allowable within season utilization, not the actual utilization levels that have been authorized or 
implemented in recent years.  Additional information on authorized use for the last 3 years is 
included in appendix C.  In many cases, especially in upland vegetative groups, actual utilization 
has been below these standards or authorized levels.  This alternative assumes that current actual 
utilization levels would be maintained, but also recognizes that in some circumstances the 
standards under Amendment 2 would allow for higher actual utilization levels in the upland 
vegetative groups.   

Likewise, where current grazing practices are reducing or impairing resources in a manner 
inconsistent with the Forest Plan, this alternative assumes that current grazing management would 
be adjusted to allow for and facilitate recovery of those resources.  Grazing management 
adjustments could include setting within season utilization below the maximum levels allowed 
under the Forest Plan.  Table 10 displays the maximum allowable utilization, measured as within 
season triggers, for Alternative 2 (Current Management). 
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Table 13:  Allowable Utilization under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  
 

HABITAT GROUP 
Maximum Allowable Utilization As A % By 

Weight 

Habitat Grazing  
System 

Riparian Value 
Area2 

Within Season 
Trigger 

End of Season 
F/FR/NF1 

He
rb

ac
eo

us
 V

eg
et

at
io

n 

Moist-Dry 
Meadow 
Wet Meadow 
Stream/ 
Riparian 

Season  
Long 

Class I-II 35 N/A 
Class III-IV 50 N/A 
Class V 55 N/A 

Deferred 
Rotation 

Class I-II 45 N/A 
Class III-IV 55 N/A 
Class V 65 N/A 

Rest 
Rotation 

Class I-II 45 N/A 
Class III-IV 60 N/A 
Class V 65 N/A 

High 
Intensity 
Short 
Duration 

Class I-II 55 N/A 
Class III-IV 65 N/A 
Class V 70 N/A 

Aspen/ 
Cottonwood 

Season Long 55 N/A 
Deferred Rotation 60 N/A 
Rest Rotation 65 N/A 

Non-Riparian Season Long 55 N/A 
Deferred Rotation 60 N/A 
Rest Rotation 65 N/A 

W
oo

dy
 

Ve
ge

ta
tio

n 

Non-Riparian 50 N/A 
Aspen (available saplings) 35 N/A 
Meadows (dry, moist, wet) 35 N/A 
Stream/Riparian (cottonwood, available 
saplings) 35 N/A 

Stream/Riparian (non-cottonwood) 35 N/A 

St
re

am
ba

nk
 

Al
te

ra
tio

n3 

Stream N/A N/A 

1  Functioning/Functioning-at-Risk/Non-Functioning ecological condition 
2  Riparian value areas as defined in Forest Plan Amendment 2 
3  As measured by Multiple Indicators Monitoring (MIM) protocol 

2.2.2.2. Monitoring 
Under this alternative, monitoring would occur at varying levels on every allotment every year. 

The Forest would prepare an annual report regarding the previous year’s range management 
activities, including the result of any monitoring that has occurred, both short-term and long-term, 
with each allotment. 

2.2.2.2.1. Implementation Monitoring (Short-Term)  
Herbaceous and browse utilization measurements would be measured at designated key areas 
within riparian areas and uplands in priority allotments and pastures annually.  Annual schedules 
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and AOIs would be monitored for compliance each grazing season.  Terms and conditions in the 
grazing permits would be monitored annually.  

2.2.2.2.2. Effectiveness Monitoring (Long-Term) 
• Long-term monitoring would be used to determine if the standards and guidelines in the 

Forest Plan, as amended, and AMPs are effective in moving resources toward desired 
condition and ensuring an upward or stable trend in resource conditions.   

• Upland vegetation monitoring methods may include, but are not limited to nested 
frequency trend studies, line intercept, ground cover, photo points, ocular analysis, long-
term monitoring site analysis, density/canopy cover, visual observation, and the Matrices 
(see Alternative 1 – Proposed Action, Rangeland Ecological Condition). 

• Riparian and stream monitoring methods may include, but are not limited to riparian level 
II and III studies, green line, multiple indicator methods (MIMs), photo points, general 
aquatic wildlife surveys (GAWS), water quality monitoring, and other methods.   

• Wildlife monitoring would focus on habitats for sensitive and management indicator 
species (MIS).  Population monitoring would generally be conducted in cooperation with 
the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW). 

• A monitoring schedule for key areas on each allotment would be incorporated as an 
attachment to the AMP for each allotment.  The AMP would implement the decision for 
the Ely Westside Rangeland Project and all of its requirements.   

• The Ely Ranger District would maintain monitoring files for each allotment.  

 

2.2.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1502.14d) require that a “no 
action” alternative be analyzed in every EIS.  Agency directives state that in addition to the 
proposed action, the “no action” alternative shall always be fully developed and analyzed in detail 
(FSH 2209.13, 92.31).  No action means one of two things: either 1) the proposed action, or any 
of the action alternatives to the proposed action, does not occur, or 2) there would be no change in 
current management (FSH 1909.15, 14.2).  “No action” is synonymous with “no grazing” and 
means that livestock grazing would not be authorized within the project area (FSH 2209.13, 
92.31).  Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) is the no action alternative for this EIS. 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would not authorize grazing on any of the allotments 
within the Ely Westside Rangeland Project area (map 7).  Compared to Alternatives 1 (Proposed 
Action) and 2 (Current Management), Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in an 
immediate reduction of 4,070 head of livestock from the project area.  This amounts to 9,653 
head months (HMs).  Existing improvements that are no longer functional or needed including 
interior fences, cattleguards, and water developments would be removed over time as allowed by 
funding and management priorities.   

2.2.3.1. Resource-Specific Design Features 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would not authorize grazing on any of the allotments in the 
project area.  Accordingly, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) does not include any of the 
design features incorporated in Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) for wildlife, sensitive plants, 
cultural resources, AMPs, best management practices, or proper use criteria. 
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Map 7: Alternative 3: No Action/No Grazing 
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2.2.3.2. Monitoring  
Monitoring would be done as part of the Forest’s long-term trend monitoring program.  The area 
would also be monitored for unauthorized livestock use.  As existing range developments are 
scheduled for removal, they would be evaluated for historical significance.  Appropriate measures 
would be taken in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) as required 
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and as required under the 
Rangeland MOU. 

2.2.4. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that federal agencies rigorously explore and 
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives and then briefly discuss the reasons for 
eliminating any alternatives that were not analyzed in detail (40 CFR 1502.14).  During the 
scoping period, the Forest received no additional alternative suggestions from the public or other 
interested parties.  As reflected in section 1.1.4. History of Allotments, stocking levels on the 
allotments were reviewed and an alternative that would raise or lower stocking levels is not 
warranted at this time. 

2.2.5. Comparison of Alternatives by Resource 
The comparison of alternatives draws conclusions from the information and discussion presented 
throughout this EIS and briefly summarizes the results of the analysis.  This section contains 
several summary tables.  Table 14 displays the various elements that help define the alternatives.  
Table 15 displays a comparison of the proper use criteria under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
and Alternative 2 (Current Management).  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) sets end of growing 
season utilization levels based on current ecological conditions and would apply within season 
triggers to ensure the end of season utilization levels are achieved.  The within season triggers 
would be within the utilization standards established in Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan.  
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would also set streambank alteration levels based on current 
ecological condition.  See Proper Use Criteria in the description of Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action).  Alternative 2 (Current Management) uses the utilization levels established in 
Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan as within season triggers.  See Management Standards in the 
description of Alternative 2 (Current Management). 
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Table 14:  Comparison of Actions Proposed by Alternatives. 

PROPOSED ACTIONS ALTERNATIVE 1 
Proposed Action 

ALTERNATIVE 2 
Current 

Management 

ALTERNATIVE 3 
No Action / No 

Grazing 

Authorize grazing on all allotments in 
project area with term grazing permits Yes Yes No 

Authorize grazing on vacant 
allotments in the project area No No No 

Authorize grazing on Troy Mountain 
Allotment under term grazing permit Yes No No 

Use current numbers of livestock and 
grazing seasons Yes Yes N/A 

Use current allotment and pasture 
boundaries Yes Yes N/A 

Make prescribed adjustments based 
on ecological condition Yes No N/A 

Set maximum end of season 
utilization limits based on current 
scientific literature 

Yes No N/A 

Set within season trigger for 
streambank alteration based on 
current scientific literature 

Yes No N/A 

Implement design features to limit or 
eliminate impacts on resources 

Includes design features for 
sage grouse, pygmy rabbit, 

flammulated owl, bats, riparian 
and aspen dependent species, 

sensitive plants, cultural 
resources, variation of grazing 

use, and BMPs for water 
resources and noxious weeds 

Includes design 
features for 

cultural resources 
and sensitive 

plants 

N/A 

Remove range developments No No Yes, as feasible 
Prepare annual report summarizing 
monitoring efforts Yes No No 

 

Table 15 compares the maximum percentage of forage utilization that would be allowed under the 
action alternatives.  Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would not authorize forage utilization 
in the project area. 
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Table 15:  Comparison of Maximum Percent of Allowable Utilization by Alternative. 

1  Functioning/Functioning-at-Risk/Non-Functioning ecological condition 
2  Riparian value areas as defined in Forest Plan Amendment 2 
3  All riparian value areas regardless of classification 
4  As measured by Multiple Indicators Monitoring (MIM) protocol 
5  35 percent is the maximum utilization allowed by Forest Plan Amendment 2 for season long grazing on Class 
I or II riparian value areas 

Table 16 provides a summary of the effects of implementing each alternative.  Information in the 
table is focused on activities where different levels of effects or outputs can be distinguished 
quantitatively or qualitatively among alternatives.  For Alternative 2 (Current Management), it is 
assumed that future use would be consistent with past use as described in the summary of 
authorized activities over the last 3 years provided in appendix C.  The effects of implementing 
each alternative are discussed in detail in chapter 3.

 
HABITAT GROUP 

 
ALTERNATIVE 1 
Proposed Action 

 
ALTERNATIVE 2 

Current Management 

Habitat Grazing  
System 

Riparian Value 
Area2 

Within 
Season 
Trigger 

End of 
Season 
F/FR/NF 

Within 
Season 
Trigger 

End of 
Season 

F/FR/NF1 

He
rb

ac
eo

us
 V

eg
et

at
io

n 

Moist-Dry 
Meadow 
Wet Meadow 
Stream/ 
Riparian 

Season  
Long 

Class I-II 35 35/35/255 35 N/A 
Class III-IV 50 

45/35/253 
 

50 N/A 
Class V 55 55 N/A 

Deferred 
Rotation 

Class I-II 45 45 N/A 
Class III-IV 55 55 N/A 
Class V 65 65 N/A 

Rest 
Rotation 

Class I-II 45 45 N/A 
Class III-IV 60 60 N/A 
Class V 65 65 N/A 

High 
Intensity 
Short 
Duration 

Class I-II 55 55 N/A 
Class III-IV 65 65 N/A 
Class V 70 70 N/A 

Aspen/ 
Cottonwood 

Season Long 55 
45/35/25 

55 N/A 
Deferred Rotation 60 60 N/A 
Rest Rotation 65 65 N/A 

Non-Riparian Season Long 55 
50/40/30 

55 N/A 
Deferred Rotation 60 60 N/A 
Rest Rotation 65 65 N/A 

W
oo

dy
 

Ve
ge

ta
tio

n 

Non-Riparian 50 35/25/15 50 N/A 
Aspen (available saplings) 35 35/25/15 35 N/A 
Meadows (dry, moist, wet) 35 35/25/15 35 N/A 
Stream/Riparian (cottonwood, available saplings) 35 35/25/15 35 N/A 
Stream/Riparian (non-cottonwood) 35 35/25/15 35 N/A 

St
re

am
ba

nk
 

Al
te

ra
tio

n4 

Stream 

F/FR/NF 

N/A N/A N/A 20/20/10 
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Table 16:  Comparison of Alternatives – Effects of Implementation.  

Resource ALTERNATIVE 1 (Proposed Action) ALTERNATIVE 2 (Current Management) ALTERNATIVE 3 (No Action/No Grazing) 

Soil Quality 

Percent of Bare Ground Increased plant cover and litter would 
decrease bare ground from existing levels 

Likely to increase in riparian areas, remain 
the same in uplands 

Decrease more than other alternatives and at a 
faster rate  

Soil Compaction 
Increased plant vigor and root biomass 
would decrease soil compaction from 
existing levels 

Likely to increase in riparian areas, remain 
the same in uplands 

Decrease more than other alternatives and at a 
faster rate 

Water Quality 

Turbidity 
Increased streambank vegetation and 
decreased soil disturbance would result in 
less turbidity than current levels 

Amount of vegetation remains stable, current 
turbidity levels would remain unchanged 

No livestock disturbance to streambank 
vegetation or soil would result in less turbidity 
than other alternatives 

Water Temperature 
Increased vegetation shade and improved 
stream width to depth ratios would improve 
water temperature above current levels 

Amount of vegetation and stream width to 
depth ratios remain stable, current 
temperatures would remain unchanged 

No livestock disturbance to vegetation shade 
and stream width to depth ratios would improve 
water temperature faster than other alternatives 

Dissolved Oxygen 
Increased vegetation shade and improved 
stream width to depth ratios would increase 
dissolved oxygen above current levels 

Current levels would remain unchanged due 
to no change in water temperature 

Increased vegetation shade and improved 
stream width to depth ratios would increase 
dissolved oxygen faster than other alternatives 

Vegetation 

Sp
ec

ies
 C

om
po

sit
io

n 

Meadows 
Areas with desirable composition would be 
maintained, areas with undesirable 
composition would be improved 

Areas with desirable composition would be 
maintained, areas with undesirable 
composition would not improve 

Species composition would improve faster than 
other alternatives 

Stream 
Areas with desirable composition would be 
maintained, areas with undesirable 
composition would be improved 

Areas with desirable composition would be 
maintained, areas with undesirable 
composition would not improve 

Species composition would improve faster than 
other alternatives 

Aspen and 
Cottonwood 

Areas with desirable composition would 
remain stable, areas with undesirable 
composition would be improved 

Areas with desirable composition would 
improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable composition would not improve 

Species composition would improve faster than 
other alternatives 

Sagebrush / 
P-J / 
Mountain 
Brush 

Areas with desirable composition would 
remain stable, areas with undesirable 
composition would be improved 

Areas with desirable composition would 
improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable composition would not improve 

Species composition would improve faster than 
other alternatives 

Mountain 
Mahogany 

Areas with desirable composition would 
remain stable, areas with undesirable 
composition would be improved 

Areas with desirable composition would 
improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable composition would not improve 

Species composition would improve faster than 
other alternatives 
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Resource ALTERNATIVE 1 (Proposed Action) ALTERNATIVE 2 (Current Management) ALTERNATIVE 3 (No Action/No Grazing) 
Pe

rc
en

t o
f B

ar
e G

ro
un

d 

Meadows 
Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would be maintained, areas with 
undesirable levels of bare ground would be 
improved 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would be maintained, areas with undesirable 
levels of bare ground would not improve 

Bare ground decreases faster than other 
alternatives 

Stream 
Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would be maintained, areas with 
undesirable levels of bare ground would be 
improved 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would be maintained, areas with undesirable 
levels of bare ground would not improve 

Bare ground decreases faster than other 
alternatives 

Aspen and 
Cottonwood 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would remain stable, areas with undesirable 
levels of bare ground would be improved 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable levels of bare ground would not 
improve 

Bare ground decreases faster than other 
alternatives 

Sagebrush / 
Mountain 
Brush 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would remain stable, areas with undesirable 
levels of bare ground would be improved 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable levels of bare ground would not 
improve 

Bare ground decreases faster than other 
alternatives 

Mountain 
Mahogany 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would remain stable, areas with undesirable 
levels of bare ground would be improved 

Areas with acceptable levels of bare ground 
would improve or remain stable, areas with 
undesirable levels of bare ground would not 
improve 

Bare ground decreases faster than other 
alternatives 

Number of Saplings and 
Suckers 

Areas that have successful recruitment of 
saplings and sucker would remain stable, 
saplings and suckers would increase in 
areas in less than functioning condition 

Most aspen and cottonwood communities 
would continue to have limited sapling and 
sucker recruitment, areas in less than 
functioning condition would have reduced 
ability to regenerate 

Survival of saplings and suckers increases faster 
than other alternatives 

Number of Acres 
Affected by Noxious 
Weeds 

Number of acres affected by noxious weeds 
slowly declines from current levels 

Number of acres affected by noxious weeds 
could increase compared to Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) 

Number of acres affected by noxious weeds 
would be lower than other alternatives 

Wildlife 

Ch
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n 
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f 

H
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t
t Desert Bighorn 

Sheep 
Rare use by livestock and timing and 
management of domestic sheep would not 
change quality of habitat 

Rare use by livestock and timing and 
management of domestic sheep would not 
change quality of habitat 

Complete removal of livestock would not change 
quality of habitat 

Flammulated 
Owl 

Where limited livestock use of nesting and 
foraging habitat occurs, quality of habitat 

Where limited livestock use of nesting and 
foraging habitat occurs, quality of habitat 

Where limited livestock use of nesting and 
foraging habitat occurs, quality of habitat would 
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Resource ALTERNATIVE 1 (Proposed Action) ALTERNATIVE 2 (Current Management) ALTERNATIVE 3 (No Action/No Grazing) 

would be maintained or improved would be slightly decreased remain stable or be improved 

Greater Sage 
Grouse 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would 
remain stable, habitat in unsatisfactory 
condition would improve 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would remain 
stable, habitat in unsatisfactory condition is 
unlikely to improve without adjustments to 
management 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would remain 
stable, habitat in unsatisfactory condition would 
improve at a faster rate than other alternatives 

Northern 
Goshawk 

Nesting and foraging habitat in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable, foraging 
habitat in unsatisfactory condition would 
improve, nesting habitat in unsatisfactory 
condition would remain stable 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would remain 
stable, habitat in unsatisfactory condition 
could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Nesting and foraging habitat in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable, nesting and 
foraging habitat in unsatisfactory condition would 
improve at a faster rate than other alternatives 

Peregrine 
Falcon 

Foraging habitat in functioning condition 
would remain stable, foraging habitat in less 
than functioning condition would improve, 
nesting habitat would not change 

Foraging habitat in functioning condition 
would remain stable, nesting habitat would 
not change, foraging habitat in less than 
functioning condition could improve with 
adjustments to management 

Foraging habitat in functioning condition would 
remain stable, foraging habitat in less than 
functioning condition would improve at a faster 
rate than other alternatives, nesting habitat 
would not change 

Pygmy Rabbit 
Habitat in functioning condition would 
remain stable, habitat in less than 
functioning condition would improve 

Habitat in functioning condition would remain 
stable, habitat in less than functioning 
condition could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Habitat in functioning condition would remain 
stable, habitat in less than functioning condition 
would improve at a faster rate than other 
alternatives 

Townsend’s Big-
Eared Bat, 
Spotted Bat 

Foraging habitat in functioning condition 
would remain stable, foraging habitat in less 
than functioning condition would improve, 
roosting and maternity habitat would not 
change 

Roosting and maternity habitat would not 
change, foraging habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, foraging 
habitat in less than functioning condition 
could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Foraging habitat in functioning condition would 
remain stable, foraging habitat in less than 
functioning condition would improve at a faster 
rate than other alternatives, roosting and 
maternity habitat would not change 

Mule Deer 
Foraging and fawning habitat in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable, foraging and 
fawning habitat in unsatisfactory condition 
would improve 

Foraging and fawning habitat in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable, habitat that is 
not in satisfactory condition could improve 
with adjustments to management 

Foraging and fawning habitat in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable, foraging and 
fawning habitat in unsatisfactory condition would 
improve at a faster rate than other alternatives 

Trout 
Habitat in satisfactory condition would 
remain stable, habitat in unsatisfactory 
condition would improve 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would remain 
stable, habitat in unsatisfactory condition 
could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Habitat in satisfactory condition would remain 
stable, habitat in unsatisfactory condition would 
improve at a faster rate than other alternatives 

Migratory Birds Nesting and foraging habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, nesting and 

Nesting and foraging habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, Nesting and 

Nesting and foraging habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, nesting and 
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Resource ALTERNATIVE 1 (Proposed Action) ALTERNATIVE 2 (Current Management) ALTERNATIVE 3 (No Action/No Grazing) 

foraging habitat in less than functioning 
condition would improve 

foraging habitat in less than functioning 
condition could improve with adjustments to 
management 

foraging habitat in less than functioning condition 
would improve at a faster rate than other 
alternatives 

Rocky Mountain 
Elk 

Foraging and calving habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, foraging and 
calving habitat in less than functioning 
condition would improve 

Foraging and calving habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, foraging and 
calving habitat in less than functioning 
condition could improve with adjustments to 
management 

Foraging and calving habitat in functioning 
condition would remain stable, foraging and 
calving habitat in less than functioning condition 
would improve at a faster rate than other 
alternatives 

Sensitive Plants 
Habitat conditions improve due to 
prescribed adjustments to utilization levels, 
protective design features, and direction on 
grazing systems 

Habitats in functioning condition remain 
stable, habitats in less than functioning 
condition could decline if current use levels 
continue 

Habitat conditions improve at a faster rate than 
other alternatives 

Wilderness 
Improvements in ecological condition would 
lessen impacts to wilderness qualities, 
especially the natural attribute 

Qualities and attributes of wilderness areas 
would remain stable, be similar to conditions 
that existed at the time of designation 

Qualities and attributes of wilderness areas 
would improve, eventually exceeding the 
conditions that existed at the time of designation 

Cultural Resources 
Increased vegetation cover, reduced 
compaction and erosion, and design feature 
regarding activities that concentrate use 
would lessen impacts to cultural resources 

Disturbance related to reduced vegetation 
cover, compaction, and erosion would 
continue to impact cultural resources, design 
feature regarding activities that concentrate 
use would lessen impacts to cultural 
resources 

Increased vegetation cover and reduced 
compaction and erosion would lessen impacts to 
cultural resources more than the other 
alternatives 

Socio-Economics 

Potential reduction of head months (HMs) 
from current levels could have economic 
impact on individual permittees, but would 
have very limited socioeconomic impacts to 
the communities near the project area 

No change in socioeconomics for permittees 
or nearby communities because HMs should 
remain the same as current levels 

Elimination of all HMs would have a greater 
socioeconomic impact on permittees than other 
alternatives, but would have very limited 
socioeconomic impacts to the communities near 
the project area 
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2.3. Forest Service’s Preferred Alternative 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is the Forest Service’ preferred alternative.  This alternative 
would allow for continued livestock grazing under updated management direction that should 
maintain or lead to sustainable, functioning ecological conditions on project area rangeland. 
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CHAPTER THREE:  
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
3.1. Introduction 
This chapter provides information concerning the existing environmental condition of the Ely 
Westside Rangeland Management Project area and the potential consequences to that environment 
if the project is implemented.  It also presents the scientific and analytical basis using the best 
available science for the comparison of alternatives presented in chapter 2.  Chapter 3 provides an 
analysis of existing condition and the resulting effects of each alternative.  This chapter will 
describe each resource that is potentially affected by the alternatives. 

The discussion of resources and potential effects uses existing information included in the Forest 
Plan, other environmental analyses, project-specific resource reports, agency and scientific studies, 
and related information.  Where applicable, such information is briefly summarized and referenced 
to minimize duplication.  The project record for the Ely Westside Rangeland Project includes all 
project-specific information, including resource reports, documentation of field investigations, and 
information resulting from public involvement efforts.  The project record is located at the Ely 
Ranger District office, and is available for review during regular business hours.   

Analysis Area 
Each resource section in this chapter defines the analysis area appropriate for that resource and the 
reason why the area was selected.  Resources may use different analysis areas for direct effects and 
cumulative effects.   

Analyzing Effects 
Environmental consequences are the effects of implementing an alternative on the physical, 
biological, social, and economic environment.  The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) included a number of 
specific categories for use in the analysis of environmental consequences.  Several are applicable 
to the analysis of the proposed project and alternatives and form the basis of much of the 
discussion that follows.  They are explained briefly here. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Direct environmental effects are those occurring at the same time and place as the initial cause or 
action.  Indirect effects are those that occur later in time or are spatially removed from the activity 
but could be significant in the near future. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects result from incremental effects of actions, when added to other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions (but not speculative), regardless of what agency or 
person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative effects are the combination of the effects from 
other activities that overlap, in time and space, the direct and indirect effects of an alternative.  
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Cumulative effects can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking 
place over time (40 CFR 1508.7).   

All past, present, and reasonably foreseeable management actions, projects, or other activities, 
which may result in cumulative effects within the analysis area, are listed in appendix H.  The 
effects of many past and ongoing activities (for example, existing range developments, past 
mining activity, past wildfire rehabilitation) are reflected in the descriptions of current conditions.  
Only those activities or actions that are likely to result in cumulative effects will be discussed in 
the cumulative effects discussion for each section that follows. 

Unavoidable Adverse Effects 

Implementation of any action alternative may cause some adverse environmental effects that 
cannot be effectively mitigated or avoided.  Unavoidable adverse effects often result from 
managing the land for one resource at the expense of the use or condition of other resources.  
Many adverse effects can be reduced, mitigated, or avoided by limiting their extent or duration.  
The interdisciplinary procedure used to identify specific impact locations was designed to 
eliminate or lessen the significant adverse consequences.  The application of Forest Plan 
standards and guidelines, best management practices (BMPs), project-specific design criteria, and 
monitoring are all intended to limit the extent, severity, and duration of potential effects.  Such 
measures are discussed throughout this chapter.  Regardless of the use of these measures, some 
adverse effects may occur.  The purpose of this chapter is to fully disclose those effects. 

Short-Term Use and Long-Term Productivity 

Under the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act and the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), 
all renewable resources are to be managed in such a way that they are available for future 
generations.  Short-term uses, and their effects, are those that occur annually or within the first 
few years of project implementation.  Long-term productivity refers to the capability of the land 
and resources to continue producing goods and services long after the project has been 
implemented.  Domestic livestock grazing can be considered a short-term use of a renewable 
resource.  As a renewable resource, forage on rangelands can be sustained if the long-term 
productivity of the land is maintained.  This long-term productivity is maintained through the 
application of the allowable utilization, streambank alteration levels, and allotment management 
plan (AMP) guidance described in chapter 2.  These protection measures are also discussed 
throughout this chapter, in particular for soils, water quality, vegetation, and wildlife. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments 

Irreversible commitments “describe the loss of future options.”  Irreversible “applies primarily to 
the effects of use of nonrenewable resources, such as minerals or cultural resources, or to those 
factors, such as soil productivity that are renewable only over long periods of time” (FSH 
1909.15, Zero Code, 05 – Definitions).  Once these resources are gone, they cannot be replaced.   

Irretrievable commitments describe “the loss of production, harvest, or use of natural resources.”  
For example, some or all of the timber production from an area is lost irretrievably while an area 
is serving as a winter sports site.  The production lost is irretrievable; the action is not 
irreversible.  If the use changes, it is possible to resume timber production” (FSH 1909.15, Zero 
Code, 05 – Definitions).   

Irreversible and irretrievable commitments associated with the alternatives considered in this 
analysis are addressed in further detail in this chapter by resource. 
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Geographic Information System 

Much of the HTNFs resource data resides in an electronic database formatted for use by 
geographic information systems (GIS).  The Forest Service often uses GIS software to assist in 
the analyses of this data.  The GIS data is available in tabular (numerical) format and as plots 
displaying data in map format.  For this environmental impact statement (EIS), all the maps, and 
most of the numerical analyses, are based on GIS resource data supported by field verification. 

Available Resource Information 

During this analysis, the interdisciplinary team determined that there is incomplete knowledge 
about many of the conditions and relationships of forest resources and social needs related to this 
project.  Forest management is a complex and developing science.  Wildlife population dynamics 
and habitat relationships are not completely understood.  Metrics used to measure and describe 
past rangeland conditions change and become incompatible with new methods.  However, the 
interdisciplinary team determined that the basic data and central relationships within the project 
area were sufficiently established for each of the pertinent resources to allow the responsible 
official to make a reasoned choice among the alternatives and to adequately assess and disclose 
the possible adverse environmental consequences. 

General Description of Project Area 

The project area is located near the center of what is known as the “Great Basin.”  The term 
“Great Basin” was first coined by John C. Frémont in the mid-1800s to describe this internally 
draining hydrographic unit in the arid West.  When defined in these terms, the Great Basin covers 
an area of 165,000 square miles centered on the state of Nevada, but also incorporates portions of 
eastern California, western Utah, south-central Oregon, and small portions of southeastern Idaho 
and adjacent Wyoming.  The Great Basin is bordered to the west by the crest of the Sierra Nevada 
and southern Cascade Ranges, and to the east by the crest of the Wasatch Range.  The Great 
Basin is also bordered by the edge of the Columbia River drainage to the north and the Colorado 
River drainage to the south.  This area sits in the rain shadow of the Sierra Nevada and Cascade 
Ranges and is largely characterized as a desert.  The precipitation that does fall within the Great 
Basin is largely restricted to higher elevations.  This water flows into mountain streams that 
eventually disappear underground or empty into low, flat playa lakes, where it evaporates.  Some 
streams are perennial, although most flow only in late winter and spring. 

Natural History of the Great Basin 

The topography of the Great Basin consists of numerous parallel, isolated mountain ranges that 
trend from north to south and are separated by a series of sub-basins.  Most of these ranges were 
largely formed during the early Tertiary period.  Strata are represented largely in deposits formed 
during the Paleozoic era, and include limestone, siltstone, shale, and sandstone.  The Pleistocene 
era (also referred to as the Ice Age) reached its peak about 18,000 years ago, and probably had the 
strongest influence on the modern day distribution of vegetation and habitat types present in the 
Great Basin (Antevs 1952).  During this glacial period, temperatures were cooler and the 
precipitation rate was twice what it is today, while at the same time the evaporation rate was half 
of what it is today.  This resulted in the formation of glaciers at higher elevations and many large 
pluvial lakes at lower elevations.  The two largest of these pluvial lakes were Lake Bonneville in 
eastern Utah, which was nearly the size of modern-day Lake Michigan, and Lake Lahontan in 
northwestern Nevada, which was about the size of modern-day Lake Erie. 

In response to colder climates during this Pleistocene period, life zones moved hundreds of miles 
southward in geography and thousands of feet down in elevation.  A transition toward a warmer 
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climate occurred 10,000 years ago, during which time the coniferous forests retreated to higher 
altitudes and steppe vegetation became prominent (Bright 1966).  
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3.2. Soil Quality 
Soil quality is the capacity of a soil to function within natural or managed ecosystem boundaries, 
sustain plant and animal productivity, maintain or enhance the quality of water and air, and 
support human activities (USDA FS 2001).  Causes of soil degradation are natural soil erosion, 
natural weather hazards, and land management activities.  Considering land management 
activities, livestock grazing has the potential to degrade soil quality directly by trampling soils 
and indirectly by consuming or trampling vegetation that otherwise protect and help form soils.  
Soil compaction may reduce water infiltration and storage, physically restrict root growth, and 
reduce nutrient availability.  The loss of vegetation results in bare ground, which is more 
susceptible to water and wind erosion, has increased precipitation runoff, and has less organic 
matter available for nutrient cycling. 

Indicators of Soil Quality: 
• Percent of bare ground. 
• Soil compaction. 

These indicators correspond with the bare ground and root depth attributes included in many of 
the Matrices (appendix A).  For example, the matrix for the wet meadow group includes the 
percent bare ground as one of the attributes to evaluate ecological condition.  A quantitative 
value, or range of values, is attached to each of the three ecological conditions.  Less than 5 
percent bare ground is considered functioning condition, 5 to 10 percent bare ground is 
considered functioning-at-risk condition, and greater than 10 percent is considered non-
functioning condition.  Root depth is a visual indication of compaction.  The range of values 
identified in the Matrices for these attributes will be used to assess the performance of these 
indicators under the alternatives analyzed in this chapter.  The desirable and acceptable level of 
bare ground and soil compaction varies by vegetation group, but a common threshold of concern 
shared by all vegetation groups is when that vegetation group moves into non-functioning 
condition.  At that point, the area is believed to have lost its capability for ecological resilience 
and active restoration efforts would be required to restore the area.   

3.2.1. Analysis Area 
The analysis area for direct and indirect effects to the soil resource is the project area.  The 
analysis area for soil cumulative effects analysis is the project area and surrounding land and 
private in-holdings.  These additional lands are being considered because the soil quality at a 
specific site can influence watershed function. 

Geologic materials and soils form the foundation for ecosystems.  They provide primary 
productivity in supporting plant growth.  They also regulate hydrologic function of watersheds by 
storing and releasing water from precipitation or snowmelt. 

Climate 
Area climate condition influences soil formation and erosion potential.  The basin floor and 
piedmont slopes experience hot summers, cold winters, and light precipitation during all months 
of the year.  At the higher elevations, precipitation is greater and primarily accumulates as snow.  
Annual precipitation on the piedmont slope ranges from 7 to 10 inches.  Mountain precipitation 
increases with elevation and ranges from 12 to 25 inches per year.  Mean monthly precipitation is 
lowest for July, August, and September and the highest for January, February, and April 
(National Climatic Data Center 1999).  Based on weather data for Ely, Nevada (1948 to 1998), 
the maximum one-day precipitation for the project area was about 2.6 inches, and the maximum 
three-day rainfall was about 3.51 inches (National Climatic Data Center 1999).  Rainfall capable 
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of causing surface erosion and gully formation can occur during any season.  Weather patterns 
vary across the state, and the climate data for the city of Ely may be somewhat different from the 
extremes of the mountainous analysis area. 

Geology 
The White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges are located in the central portion of the Great Basin that 
comprises the northern half of the Basin and Range physiographic province.  The Basin and 
Range province consists of a series of long and narrow, north-south trending mountain ranges 
alternating with broad basins. 

The White Pine Range consists of a core area of Middle Cambrian to Devonian (540 to 370 
million years old) carbonate and other sedimentary rocks trending north-south along the western 
side of the range (Hose and Blake 1976; Price 2005; Turner et al. 1991).  Upper-Paleozoic (290 to 
345 million years old) carbonate rocks occur in the northern and southeast portions of the range.  
Volcanic rocks of Oligocene age (20 to 40 million years old) occur along the northwest, 
southwest, and eastern parts of the range.  The Grant-Quinn Range consists of Late Proterozoic 
(750 million years old) to lower Paleozoic (435 to 570 million years old) carbonate and other 
sedimentary rocks in the northern part of the range.  Oligocene age (30 million years old) 
volcanic rocks occur in the southern half of the range.   

The White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges are surrounded by Quaternary (1.8 million to 12,000 
years old) to recent alluvial and lake sediments.  Late Miocene (30 to 40 million years ago) 
tectonics formed the north-south trending fault-block mountain ranges and flat-bottomed valleys 
of the Basin and Range physiographic province.  Hundreds of faults in the hill and mountain 
areas (Hose and Blake 1976; Stewart and Carlson 1977) bound the White Pine-Quinn Range.  
Late quaternary faulting (within the last 500,000 years) has been documented throughout the 
region (Thenhaus and Wentworth 1982).  All historic earthquakes in the Basin and Range 
province of magnitude 6.3 or larger have produced surface features (Thenhaus and Wentworth 
1982). 

Landforms and Soils 
Primary landform types in the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges include hills and mountains, 
the piedmont slope, floodplains and terraces, and the basin floor (Blackburn 1998).  Soils in the 
White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges are closely associated with these primary landform types.  
The hill and mountain regions rise 1,000 to 6,000 feet above the surrounding piedmont slope and 
comprise about half of the project area.  The piedmont slopes border the mountain areas and are 
comprised of alluvial deposits transported from the mountains over many thousands of years.  
Basin floor landforms lie at the lower portions of the main intermountain valleys and consist of 
stream, lake, and wind deposits. 

Although soil maps have not been developed for National Forest System lands in the White Pine 
and Grant-Quinn ranges, a soil survey of the area surrounding the White Pine Range provides 
detailed soil descriptions that include the same landforms and soil types found in the project area 
(Blackburn 1998). 

Soil Erosion Hazards 
Soil erosion hazard levels have been calculated for both of the mountain ranges in the project 
area.  Twenty-four percent of the White Pine Range has a very-high soil erosion hazard (greater 
than 40 percent slope), 26 percent has a high soil erosion hazard (25 to 40 percent slope), 35 
percent has a moderate soil erosion hazard (25 to 10 percent slope), and 15 percent has a low soil 
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erosion hazard (0 to 10 percent slope) (table 17, maps 8 and 9).  For the Grant-Quinn Range, 46 
percent has a very-high soil erosion hazard, 21 percent has a high soil erosion hazard, 20 percent 
has a moderate soil erosion hazard, and 13 percent has a low soil erosion hazard (see table 17, 
maps 8 and 9). 

The very-high soil erosion hazard areas account for 182,724 acres in the project area.  These steep 
slopes are located in the hill and mountainous areas.  The very-high hazard zone includes areas 
where soil erosion and mass wasting is naturally occurring and where surface disturbance would 
lead to ongoing erosion or increased mass wasting potential. 

The Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE) is an erosion model that is used to estimate 
the average rates of soil loss by the dominant erosion process in the project area, which is 
sheetwash and rill erosion (Renard et al. 1997).  Based on the RUSLE, hill and mountainous 
slopes in the project area erode from 0.1 to 2.6 inches per year from sheetwash and rill erosion 
when disturbed.  The hill and mountain soils are also vulnerable to modified surface water 
drainage from surface disturbance that concentrates storm runoff and causes gully erosion.  There 
are inclusions of lesser slopes within the hill and mountainous areas.  These areas are limited and 
isolated by other steep areas that must be crossed to access the less steep areas.  They are often 
narrow areas associated with small stream valleys and wetlands. 

High soil erosion hazard areas (25 to 40 percent slopes) account for 138,276 acres in the project 
area.  These slopes are mostly located in the hill and mountain areas.  The high hazard zone 
includes areas where soil erosion and mass wasting is naturally occurring and where surface 
disturbance leads to ongoing erosion or increased mass wasting potential.  Based on the RUSLE, 
these soils erode from 0.1 to 1.1 inches per year when disturbed.  Similar to the very-high hazard 
area, these soils are also vulnerable to gully erosion where soil disturbance concentrates storm 
runoff.  

Moderate soil erosion hazard areas account for 162,990 acres in the project area and are mainly 
located on the piedmont slopes surrounding the mountains.  The moderate hazard areas have 
naturally occurring soil erosion with few erosion features related to accelerated rates and rarely 
with areas that have mass wasting features.  Surface disturbance leads to ongoing erosion in 
limited areas.  Based on the RUSLE, soils in this area would erode from 0.03 to 0.2 inches per 
year when disturbed.  These soils are also vulnerable to gully erosion from concentrated storm 
runoff in disturbed areas.  Ground disturbing activities in most areas of the moderate hazard areas 
can occur with standard erosion, drainage, and restoration methods without significant resource 
impacts. 

Low soil erosion hazard areas account for 81,125 acres in the project area and are mainly located 
in the lower portions of the piedmont slope.  The low hazard areas have naturally occurring soil 
erosion with few erosion features related to accelerated rates.  Surface disturbance would not 
likely lead to ongoing erosion and design criteria would prevent or fix erosion problems.  Based 
on the RUSLE, soils in this area erode between 0.01 and 0.05 inches per year when disturbed. 
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Table 17:  Soil Erosion Hazard Areas by Allotment. 

Allotment 
Acres By Slope Range 

Low 
0-10 % Slope 

Moderate 
10-25 % Slope 

High 
25–40 % Slope 

Very High 
> 40 % Slope 

W
hi

te
 P

in
e R

an
ge

 Blackrock 5,655 19,884 18,003 25,126 
Currant Creek 7,848 16,240 11,723 17,060 
Ellison Basin 19,424 22,399 13,435   6,149 
Illipah 6,567 16,731 13,614   7,425 
Tom Plain 6,474 21,307 17,325   8,208 
Treasure Hill 7,050 23,138 17,138 18,831 

Total Acres 53,018 119,699 91,238 82,799 
Percent of Range 15 % 35 % 26 % 24 % 

Gr
an

t-Q
ui

nn
 R

an
ge

 Big Creek 343 3,168 7,597 23,528 
Cherry Creek 8,590 8,713 8,601 12,453 
Hooper Canyon 1,158 5,999 6,494 18,666 
Irwin Canyon 623 2,336 4,059 12,791 
Pine Creek/ Quinn Canyon 8,507 14,810 14,816 20,386 
Troy Mountain 8,886 8,265 5,471 12,101 

Total Acres 28,107 43,291 47,038 99,925 
Percent of Range 13 % 20 % 21 % 46 % 

Stream channels, stream banks, channel migration zones, and floodplains have a high potential 
for soil erosion, if disturbed.  Vegetation plays an important part in protecting stream banks and 
preventing erosion along creeks.  Stream banks are locally steep and easily erode once disturbed 
and are difficult and costly to restore.  The most apparent areas of soil erosion in the project area 
are along creek channels where vegetation disturbance from road construction, grazing, and 
channel incision have occurred. 
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Map 8: White Pine Division – Soil Erosion Hazard 
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Map 9: Grant-Quinn Division – Soil Erosion Hazard 
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Biological and Physical Soil Crusts 
In rangelands, biological soil crust (i.e., microbiotic, cryptogrammic, vesicular) can be viewed 
from functional, structural, and compositional perspectives.  It functions as living mulch by 
retaining soil moisture and discouraging annual weed growth.  It reduces wind and water erosion, 
fixes atmospheric nitrogen, and contributes to soil organic matter (USDI BLM. 2001).  These 
crusts are biological in origin and formed by communities of non-vascular plants, fungi, and other 
associated organisms.  Microbiotic crust, and the closely associated vesicular crust, form a thin 
surface layer comprised of biotic and abiotic features.  The vesicular crust, along with the 
microbiotic crust (if present), provides a resistant layer to surface, rill, and wind erosion, as well 
as forming a resistant barrier to noxious species.   

Biological soil crust is diverse and most evident in arid and semi-arid ecoregions.  Biological soil 
crust development commonly requires sparse low growing vegetation, shallow soils, arid or semi-
arid climate, fine (silt loam to clay) soil texture, and little or no loose rock.  Just as plants increase 
or decrease with livestock grazing, many biological soil crust components are good indicators of 
physical disturbance, such as livestock use, human foot traffic, or motorized vehicles (USDI 
BLM 2001).  Forest Service personnel have observed biological soil crusts on the Ely Ranger 
District and in the project area, but the full extent of their occurrence and condition is unknown.   

Non-biotic (physical) soil surface crusts are a major structural feature in many arid regions.  
These crusts are transient soil-surface layers that are structurally different from the material 
immediately beneath them.  The most important process in the formation of physical crust is 
generally raindrop impact, which breaks up soil aggregates on unprotected surfaces.  Smaller soil 
particles fill interstitial (empty) spaces, clogging soil pores and reducing infiltration rates by as 
much as 90 percent.  As drying takes place, surface tension pulls soil components together, 
forming a dense, strong layer that limits infiltration and increases water runoff and soil erosion.  
Soils especially susceptible to crusting are those with low organic matter and high silt, sodium, or 
calcium carbonate content.  Livestock grazing can break up physical crust.  These results are 
short-lived; however, as the soil surface is resealed after the next intense rainstorm (USDI BLM 
2001).   

Management Direction 
Forest-wide management direction for soil resources includes the following goal: 

• Design and implement practices on-the-ground that would re-establish acceptable soil, 
hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and maintain favorable 
water flow (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-9). 

Forest-wide management direction for soil resources includes the following standards and 
guidelines: 

• Soils will be managed to maintain productivity and quality (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-46). 
• National Cooperative Soil Survey (NCSS) soil loss tolerance level (T-level) will be used 

for individual soils where T-level values are available.  In the absence of a soil specific 
T-level value, the average 2-3 ton/acre soil loss tolerance level will be used to evaluate 
site specific projects (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 2, p. 6). 

• Where possible avoid soil disturbing activities where rehabilitation measures cannot 
restore or stabilize the site following disturbance (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-46). 

• Manage soils to maintain long term productivity (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-48). 
• Adopt soil and water conservation practices in the development of projects (USDA FS 

1986, p. IV-48). 
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• Soils in riparian habitat will be managed to maintain or improve conditions to the 
following (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 2, pp. 6-7): 

Category I - Soil productivity has not been significantly reduced as evidenced by no more 
than 10 percent reduction in macro-pore space from estimated potential.  

Category II - Soil productivity has not been substantially reduced as evidenced by not 
more than a 10 percent reduction in macro-pore space from estimated potential.  

Category Ill-IV - Soil productivity has been reduced as evidenced by an 11-19 percent 
reduction in macro-pore space from estimated potential.  

Category V - Riparian areas will be managed in a manner consistent with management 
for adjacent lands. 

Grant Range Wilderness Management Area 
• Manage to maintain or improve water quality and soil productivity (USDA FS 1986, 

Amendment 1, p. 32). 

Quinn Management Area 
• Manage and improve water quality and soil conservation through proper range 

management practices.  All activities will be constrained as necessary to protect water 
quality and maintain soil productivity (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-187). 

White Pine Management Area 
• All activities will be constrained as necessary to protect water quality and maintain soil 

productivity (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-180). 

3.2.2. Current Conditions 
A healthy rangeland is one in which the integrity of the soil, vegetation, water, air, and ecological 
processes of the rangeland ecosystem are balanced and sustained (USDA NRCS 2001).  It is, 
therefore, necessary to maintain good soil quality to have a functioning rangeland.  Soil quality is 
defined as the capacity of a soil to function within natural or managed ecosystem boundaries, 
sustain plant and animal productivity, maintain or enhance the quality of water and air, and 
support human activities (USDA NRCS 2001). 

In 2006 and 2007, Ely Ranger District range crews collected rangeland health data using nested 
frequency, cover point intercept, and Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) methods.  In addition, 
the Forest ecologist collected ecological plot data using the nested, rooted frequency, and ocular 
macroplot cover method.  Permanent long-term trend studies have been established throughout 
the project area and these serve as both a baseline for future trend monitoring assessments as well 
as an inventory of current health and condition.  Analysis of this data suggests that although 
amounts of bare soil on upland sites are within acceptable levels, problems exist with streambank 
alteration and stability in riparian areas.   

The Forest ecologist has also established eco-plots across the project area.  These studies were 
evaluated using the Central Nevada Riparian Field Guide models (USDA FS 1996) and the 
Matrices (USDA FS 2009) to determine their current condition.  The eco-plot sites are mostly 
located in wet meadow and dry-to-moist meadow ecological types, with some situated in stream, 
aspen, and cottonwood ecological types. 

To determine the overall condition of soils at the eco-plot sites, the data was evaluated using soil 
quality guidelines defined in the Matrices.  The Matrices use the condition of attributes, such as 
soil and vegetation, to evaluate overall ecological conditions within specific ecological 
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types/groups (see appendix A).  Each ecological type has a separate matrix that identifies 
parameters that are known indicators of ecological condition.  Soil quality parameters that are 
typically affected by livestock grazing include rooting depth, bare ground, soil structure, and soil 
saturation depth.  Each matrix defines parameter guidelines for three categories of ecological 
condition: functioning, functioning-at-risk, and non-functioning. 

Current data suggests soil quality is not in functioning ecological condition in any of the 
allotments in the project area, but could improve under the proper conditions.  Most of the sites 
had at least one parameter within the functioning-at-risk or non-functioning categories, which 
may suggest degradation of soil quality.  Natural recovery of soils damaged by livestock is often 
slow, sometimes taking several years to decades or more (Cole 1988).  In addition, depending on 
other attributes of the site, such as hydrologic conditions and the available plant species, some 
sites may have crossed an ecological threshold that would prevent soil recovery.  If plant vigor 
does not recover, then soil quality would likely decline over the long term.  It is likely that 
historic and current grazing practices, perhaps combined with effects of drought, have contributed 
to soil quality that is not in functioning condition. 

These statements of soil quality do not necessarily reflect the overall ecological condition of the 
site.  Depending on ecological type, other attributes, such as vegetation, may also need to be 
evaluated.  In addition, the statements only apply to these sites and may not necessarily reflect 
conditions in areas of other ecological type, or represent soil quality conditions everywhere in the 
district.  The data does show, however, that soil quality has or is being degraded at some locations 
throughout the project area. 

Livestock tend to congregate in areas such as springs, water developments, salting areas, and 
fence lines.  These areas are known to have soil quality problems such as compaction, postholing, 
and bare soil.  Impacts to soil quality are unavoidable in these areas; however the total acres 
affected constitute a very small portion of the project area.  To quantify the number of acres 
affected, areas of known concentration described previously were buffered and acres were 
calculated for the project area.  Table 18 displays the developments by allotment. 

• Developed springs, other water or stock developments – 5 acres 
• Fences – 10 feet 

Table 18:  Acres of Concentrated Use by Allotment. 

Allotment 
Water 

Storage 
Fence 
(miles) 

Stock 
Facilities 

Spring 
Head 

Works 

Concentrate
d Use (acres) 

Big Creek 1 3.70 0   0 9.5 
Blackrock 12 8.75 3   4 105.6 
Cherry Creek 0 1.82 0   0 2.2 
Currant 16 15.8 0   1 104.2 
Ellison Basin 12 31.94 7 15 208.7 
Hooper Canyon 0 0.33 0   0 0.4 
Illipah 11 12.52 0 15 145.2 
Irwin Canyon 0 0.00 0   0 0.0 
Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon 1 11.97 0   0 19.5 
Tom Plain 31 42.08 1   3 226.0 
Treasure Hill 28 15.34 0 19 253.6 
Troy Mountain 7 5.66 0   6 71.9 

Total 119 149.91 11 63 1,146.8 

Based upon the before mentioned parameters, 1,147 acres of known concentrated disturbance are 
located in the project area.  This represents 0.2 percent of the project area. 
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3.2.3. Desired Condition 
The Forest Plan provides the following direction for soil management:  

• Soil productivity and quality will improve at a high level (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-85). 

The Forest has developed scorecards (appendix A), referred to as the Matrices, that define 
specific standards for vegetation condition.  For each vegetation community, the Matrices include 
measurable attributes regarding soil health.  The attributes related to soil health included in the 
functioning condition category are the desired conditions for soil quality for the project area.  

3.2.4. Environmental Consequences 
The following effects to the soil resource from livestock grazing are universal across the 
landscape.  Disturbance of soil by grazing livestock can have both beneficial and detrimental 
effects (USDA NRCS 2001).  Direct effects to the soil resource include physical impacts such as 
compaction, post-holing and plugging via hoof action, mixing organic material into the soil 
horizon, and disrupting biological soil crusts. 

Soil compaction occurs when livestock hooves reduce surface soil porosity.  Compaction 
increases bulk density, reduces water infiltration and storage, physically restricts root growth, and 
reduces nutrient availability (USDA NRCS 2001).  This reduces water infiltration, percolation, 
and air exchange in the soil.  Detrimental compaction is generally defined as a 15 percent 
increase in soil bulk density for residual soils.  In general, an increase in the percentage of bulk 
density is equivalent to a reduction in the percentage of macropore space.  As discussed below, 
this effect is largely seasonal.  These effects do have short-term impacts on overland flow, 
especially for summer thunderstorms.  This may increase the peak runoff and cause greater 
surface and bank erosion than on non-grazed soils.  These effects are usually shallow, short lived, 
seasonal compaction on sandy loam textured surface soils.  Many of the detrimental effects of 
grazing were observed at the eco-plot sites in the project area, including bare ground and 
evidence of soils compacted through trampling. 

Post-holing and plugging via hoof action shear the protective sod mats and create holes and 
mixing throughout, which induces a soil surface condition that is susceptible to rill and gully 
formation.  Commonly, these areas appear hummocky and show signs of erosion between the 
hummocks.  This can be particularly damaging around wet meadows, springs, seeps, and streams.  
Bank erosion is due to sloughing caused by livestock impacts.  Hoof action, rubbing, and 
wallowing commonly causes bank failure on streams with banks composed of fine alluvium such 
as sand, silt, clay, and gravels.  This results in more sediment delivery to the stream, especially 
during high flow events.  

Vegetation and litter cover protects the soil surface from raindrop impact, slows runoff, and 
enhances infiltration.  Reductions in the amount of vegetative cover, standing vegetation, and 
litter results in less organic matter being incorporated into the soil, which is an important 
component of soil fertility and structure.  As vegetative cover is decreased, there is the likelihood 
for increased levels of soil erosion and a downward spiral may be initiated, ultimately having a 
detrimental effect on forest productivity and watershed health.  Poorly managed livestock grazing 
has the potential to degrade soil quality directly by trampling soils and indirectly by consuming or 
trampling vegetation that protect and help form soils (Krueger and Sanderson 2002, Reid 1993, 
USDA NRCS 2001).  It also reduces the mulching effect, which may leave the soil somewhat less 
protected from wind and water erosion.  

The effect to soil hydrology from disturbance to biological soil crust is very site specific.  Water 
infiltration, runoff, and resultant soil moisture are influenced by soil surface roughness, soil 
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texture, microtopography, surface albedo and temperature, vegetative cover (both vascular and 
non-vascular), and climatic conditions.  All these factors can be altered when biological crusts are 
disturbed (Belnap et al. 1998, Belnap 2003, USDI BLM 2001).   

Disturbance can directly and indirectly affect many aspects of the structure and function of 
biological crust communities, including cover, species composition, and carbon and nitrogen 
fixation.  The impact of a given disturbance depends on its severity, frequency, timing, and type, 
as well as the climatic conditions during and after the disturbance.  Biological soil crusts are well 
adapted to severe growing conditions, but poorly adapted to compressional disturbances.  
Domestic livestock grazing, and more recently, tourist activities (hiking, biking, and off road 
vehicles) and military activities, place a heavy toll on the integrity of the crusts.  Disruption of the 
crusts leads to decreased organism diversity, soil nutrients, and organic matter.  Research 
suggests that biological soil crusts are highly susceptible to degradation by intensive livestock 
trampling (Belnap et al. 1998).  Arid soils appear particularly vulnerable especially in regards to 
microbiotic crusts.  These crusts are easily disturbed by livestock hoof action.  This breaks up the 
crust, causes drying, and increases susceptibility to wind and water erosion, as well as noxious 
weed establishment (Belnap et al. 1998, USDA NRCS 2001).   

Mycorrhizal associations and shrub-steppe habitat are closely interlinked.  Livestock grazing has 
the potential to affect the number and health of shrubs through the removal of the vegetation and 
structure alteration, thereby, also affecting the mycorrhizal associations.  In arid soils, shrubs 
establish themselves in patches or clumps and form “fertility islands” (Apple et al. 2005, Barrow 
and McCaslin 1997, Howard 1994).  These islands are also sites of highest vesicular arbuscular 
mycorrhizae (VAM) activity.  These patches will be inoculum focal points from which vegetation 
and VAM can spread.  With greater shrub establishment, adequate VAM inoculums will be 
concentrated to initiate mycorrhizae on later successional plants.  The diversity and abundance of 
soil organisms is influenced not only by available food resources, but also by changes to physical 
and chemical properties of the soil (Apple et al. 2005, Barrow and McCaslin 1997, Howard 
1994). 

The large areas occupied by grazing lands, the diversity of their climates and soils, and the 
potential to improve their use and productivity all contribute to the great importance of grazing 
lands in sequestering carbon and mitigating the greenhouse effect and other aspects of global 
climate change.  Productive, sustainable grazing lands provide high-quality vegetation and soils, 
which lead to high rates of carbon sequestration and low levels of carbon dioxide (CO2) 
emissions (University of California 2009).  Grazing at ecologically sustainable levels with proper 
management helps ensure that rangelands provide healthy soils and vegetation that would 
continue to provide this function.  

These effects work individually and in combination to reduce the overall vegetation cover, and so 
create bare ground, which is more susceptible to water and wind erosion, and has increased 
precipitation runoff and less organic matter available for nutrient cycling.   

Livestock have the potential to degrade soil quality directly by trampling soils and indirectly by 
consuming or trampling vegetation that protect and help form soils (Kruger and Sanderson 2002, 
Reid 1993, USDA NRCS 2001).  Soil compaction reduces water infiltration and storage, 
physically restricts root growth, and reduces nutrient availability.  These effects, coupled with 
trampling and consumption of vegetation, reduce the overall vegetation cover, creating bare 
ground, which is more susceptible to water and wind erosion, has increased precipitation runoff, 
and has less organic matter available for nutrient cycling. 
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Many of these effects of grazing were observed at the eco-plot, nested frequency, and MIMs 
study sites in the project area, including bare ground and evidence of soils compacted through 
trampling, postholing, and loss of soil structure.   

3.2.4.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would set the proper use criteria (maximum end of season 
utilization and streambank alteration) based on current ecological condition (functioning, 
functioning-at-risk, or non-functioning) (see table 9).  Application of Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) utilization standards, streambank alteration standards, and project design features with 
an increased emphasis on annual monitoring would result in less trampling of soils and fewer 
indirect effects to soil quality because of the consumption and/or trampling of vegetation.  Water 
and wind erosion trends are likely to remain static where a site has crossed below threshold due to 
excessive soil loss because formation of new soil can take decades or centuries.  Otherwise, the 
erosion trends that may be attributed to livestock grazing should be upward because of increased 
ground cover from lower forage utilization.  Levels of streambank alteration are expected to 
decline on the Rosgen stream types (E, F, G, and some C) where streambank alteration 
standards apply; all other stream types are expect to be unaffected due to the nature of their 
material structure.  The effects to biological crusts and mycorrhizal associations are likely to 
continue, but to a lesser extent than under current management because of the reduced trampling 
of soils.  Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin 
Canyon allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to soil resources in these allotments would be 
identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Percent of Bare Ground 

The percent of bare ground associated with livestock grazing is likely to decrease from existing 
levels as a consequence of reduced utilization.  Light utilization grazing has fewer negative 
impacts on plant vigor, litter, and soil organic matter than heavy utilization grazing (Clary et al. 
2002, Naeth et al. 1991).  As plant vigor and root biomass increase, plant cover and litter would 
also increase, resulting in less bare ground than existing conditions.  Areas where forage 
utilization is decreased would likely recover from previous grazing effects moving towards 
functioning condition, while continuing to be grazed. 

Compaction 

The amount of compaction associated with livestock grazing is likely to decrease from existing 
levels as a consequence of reduced utilization.  As plant vigor and root biomass increase, 
compacted soils would be broken up, which would result in greater soil organic matter and 
nutrient cycling, enhanced soil infiltration, improved water-holding capacity, and increased 
macro and micro porosity.  These changes would result in less compaction than existing 
conditions. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), soil quality, including the percent bare ground and 
compaction, across the analysis area is likely to improve on the grazed allotments over time 
compared to existing conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that 
would continue to or have the potential to affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As 
the impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the 
overall cumulative effects on soil quality.  Rates of recovery for both riparian and upland soils 
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would potentially be increased, slowed, or reversed by other non-grazing associated activities that 
would continue, depending on those activities’ impacts to soil quality.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on the percent of bare ground.  Existing 
allotment range developments (fences, water developments) would continue to be sources of 
concentrated livestock use during the life of the project.  These developments would continue to 
cause elevated levels of bare ground on over 1,000 acres.  Ground disturbing activities associated 
with mineral exploration may include temporary road construction, pad clearing, exploratory hole 
drilling, and site restoration.  At this time, approved and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
would result in a surface disturbance of about 10 acres.  Mandatory restoration activities 
following mining activity would be designed to alleviate this disturbance and shorten its duration.   

There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed to improve 
conditions in the analysis area.  The Copper Creek Stream Restoration Project was implemented 
in the Ellison Basin Allotment in 2010.  This project is designed to stop the headcuts that have 
developed over time on the Copper Creek meadow complex by restoring several hundred feet of 
the stream channel.  These actions should restore the water table along the stream and in adjacent 
meadows to its historic level.  More water would be available for plants in these areas, which 
should lead to reduced bare ground.  In the Currant Creek and Ellison Basin allotments, there 
were two vegetation treatment projects in 2009 (300 acres in the Current Creek Allotment and 
200 acres in the Ellison Basin Allotment) and two projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 acres in the 
Currant Creek and Ellison Basin allotments).  A Bureau of Land Management (BLM) project 
adjacent to the Cherry Creek Allotment treated 1,000 acres in 2010.  Two ongoing and two future 
projects would treat up to 17,000 acres in, or adjacent to, the Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, 
Illipah, and Tom Plain allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  These vegetation treatment projects 
can result in increased levels of bare ground for 2 to 3 years following the completion of the 
projects.   

Estray livestock (domestic animals whose owner is unknown) and wild horses would continue to 
inhabit and graze year round in the analysis area, which would continue to contribute to the 
existing level of bare ground in the Blackrock, Tom Plain, Treasure Hill allotments and the 
allotments on the southern portion of the Grant-Quinn Range.   

The 2009 Ely Travel Management Plan reduces the potential for an increase in bare ground by 
restricting off-road travel.  Recreational activities are expected increase and cause higher levels of 
bare ground in near riparian and aspen vegetation communities. 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground is likely to decrease 
over the next 10 years.  The rate of decrease may be slowed as the surface disturbance associated 
with the mineral exploration and vegetation treatment initially increases the percentage of bare 
grounds in those localized areas.  However, the percent of bare ground from these activities 
would be quickly reduced as the vegetation re-establishes in 2 to 3 years.  The percentage of bare 
ground is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) 
for any vegetation group. 

Compaction 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on the level of compaction in the analysis 
area.  Existing allotment range developments (fences, water developments) would continue to be 
sources of concentrated livestock use during the life of the project.  These developments would 
continue to cause elevated levels of compaction on over 1,000 acres.   
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Ground disturbing activities associated with mineral exploration may include temporary road 
construction, pad clearing, exploratory hole drilling, and site restoration.  At this time, approved 
and reasonable foreseeable future projects would result in compaction on around 10 acres.  
Mandatory restoration activities following the mining activity would be designed to re-establish 
vegetation in the disturbed areas and shorten the duration of the compaction.   

Two recent mechanical vegetation treatments could be contributing to the amount of compaction 
in the analysis area (one project in 2009 totaling 200 acres, a BLM project adjacent to Cherry 
Creek Allotment in 2010 totaling 1,000 acres).  One future BLM project would mow up to 1,000 
acres and seed 2,000 acres east of the Ellison and Tom Plain allotments.  The increased 
compaction from these mechanical vegetation treatment projects are only expected to last 2 to 3 
years.   

Estray livestock (domestic animals whose owner is unknown) and wild horses would continue to 
inhabit and graze year round in the analysis area, which would continue to contribute to the 
existing level of compaction in the Blackrock, Tom Plain, Treasure Hill allotments and the 
allotments on the southern portion of the Grant-Quinn Range.  The 2009 Ely Travel Management 
Plan reduces the potential for an increase in compaction by restricting off-road travel.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the amount of compaction is likely to decrease over 
the next 10 years.  The rate of decrease may be slowed as the activities associated with the 
mineral exploration and mechanical vegetation treatment initially increases the levels of 
compaction in those localized areas.  However, the compaction from these activities would be 
reduced as the vegetation re-establishes in 2 to 3 years.  The amount of compaction is not 
expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for any 
vegetation group. 

3.2.4.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Since a combination of current management and historically intense grazing in these areas has led 
to the existing soil conditions, it is likely that soil quality would continue to be impaired if current 
grazing management strategies are continued at these locations.  Under Alternative 2 (Current 
Management), soil quality across the project area is likely to remain stable, but it could improve 
with adjustments to grazing management.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in 
the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under Alternative 2 
(Current Management), the direct or indirect effects to soil resources in these four allotments 
would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No 
Grazing).   

Percent of Bare Ground 

The percent of bare ground would likely increase in areas where livestock tend to congregate, 
such as riparian areas and around water developments.  In the uplands, the percent of bare ground 
is expected to remain the same.  Where current grazing practices are reducing or impairing 
improvement in soil productivity as reflected by higher levels of bare ground, grazing 
management would be adjusted to allow for and facilitate recovery of the vegetation and soil 
resources.   

Compaction 

Soil compaction would likely increase in areas where livestock tend to congregate, such as 
riparian areas and around water developments.  In the uplands, compaction is expected to remain 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest  81 

the same.  Where current grazing practices are reducing or impairing improvement in soil 
productivity as reflected by higher levels of compaction, grazing management would be adjusted 
to allow for and facilitate recovery of the vegetation and soil resources.   

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on bare ground and compaction are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects to the allotments that would be grazed would be 
similar to those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but soil quality is expected to 
remain stable, but could improve at a slower rate than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) if grazing 
management is adjusted to allow for and facilitate recovery of the vegetation and soil resources.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities discussed 
above, the percent of bare ground is likely to remain stable or slightly decrease with adjustments 
to grazing management over the next 10 years.  The activities associated with the mineral 
exploration and vegetation treatments may increase the levels of bare ground in those localized 
areas.  However, the percent of bare ground from these activities would be reduced as the 
vegetation re-establishes in 2 to 3 years.  The percentage of bare ground is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for any vegetation group. 

Compaction 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities discussed 
above, the amount of compaction is likely to remain stable or decrease with adjustments to 
grazing management over the next 10 years.  The activities associated with the mineral 
exploration and mechanical vegetation treatments may increase the amount of compaction in 
those localized areas.  However, the compaction from these activities would be reduced as the 
vegetation re-establishes in 2 to 3 years.  The amount of compaction is not expected to fall within 
the non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for any vegetation group. 

3.2.4.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Unlike the action alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would immediately 
eliminate direct livestock impacts to soils by stopping all livestock forage utilization and 
streambank alteration in the project area.  Coupled with the benefits of improved plant vigor, 
removal of livestock would likely provide a method for soil recovery on existing impacted areas.  
Regardless of these overall changes, where historic concentrated livestock use has resulted in 
detrimental soil disturbance it may take years before there is measurable improvement in soil 
quality. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

With Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) bare ground would likely decrease at a faster rate as 
compared to the other alternatives because of the vegetation recovery that would be allowed by 
the elimination of livestock grazing.  Recovery of vegetation, which is critical to soil quality, may 
occur as soon as three years after livestock removal (Cole 1988).  For areas with higher soil 
resiliency, such as riparian sites, recovery would likely occur more rapidly.  Recovery of upland 
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areas may take longer than riparian areas due to a lower resiliency, less moisture, and shallower 
soils. 

Compaction 

Soil compaction would likely decrease at a faster rate as compared to the other alternatives due to 
the elimination of livestock grazing.  As plant vigor and root biomass increase with the decreased 
grazing utilization, compacted soils would be broken up.  Over time this process would result in 
greater soil organic matter and nutrient cycling, improved soil infiltration, and increased water-
holding capacity.  For areas with higher soil resiliency, such as riparian sites, recovery would 
likely occur more rapidly.  Recovery of upland areas may take longer than riparian areas due to a 
lower resiliency, less moisture, and shallower soils. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the greatest and fastest improvement in soil 
quality across the project area because livestock grazing would immediately cease.  Natural 
processes would improve the soil resources in the analysis area without be offset by the impacts 
associated with livestock grazing.  The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have on bare ground and compaction are 
discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the impacts from livestock grazing 
diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on soil 
quality as compared to the cumulative effects described for Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).   

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities discussed 
above, the percent of bare ground is likely to decrease over the next 10 years.  The percentage of 
bare ground is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix 
A) for any vegetation group. 

Compaction 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities discussed 
above, the amount of compaction is likely to decrease over the next 10 years.  The level of 
compaction is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix 
A) for any vegetation group. 

3.2.5. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments  
Livestock grazing has the potential to have irreversible and irretrievable commitments on soil 
quality.  However, grazing as proposed in either of the action alternatives would be consistent 
with the guidance in the Forest Plan (USDA FS 1986).  Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan sets 
maximum within season triggers for the movement of livestock based on utilization.  The selected 
utilization levels are designed to ensure that adequate residual vegetation remains after grazing to 
provide for other resources, including soil productivity.  The maximum utilization levels would 
normally be used only where the plant community is at or near the desired condition.  If soil 
productivity has been compromised, it is highly unlikely that the plant communities would be at 
or near desired condition.  Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), livestock grazing would have 
impacts on soil productivity, but the prescribed reductions on the proper use criteria (end of 
season utilization and streambank alteration) based on ecological condition would provide for 
more residual vegetation and less disturbance in areas that are not in functioning ecological 
condition.  Higher levels of residual vegetation would likely increase plant vigor and root 
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biomass, reduce bare ground, increase soil organic matter and nutrient cycling, and improve soil 
infiltration and water holding capacity by breaking up soil compaction.  Under Alternative 2 
(Current Management), grazing management, which could include setting within season 
utilization below the maximum levels, would be adjusted to allow for and facilitate recovery of 
the vegetation and soil resources.  The grazing management adjustments required under both 
action alternatives would prevent the potential impacts to soil productivity from rising to the level 
of an irreversible commitment. 

The placement of a livestock development (i.e., water trough or fence) can concentrate livestock 
use in a small area which can lead to an irretrievable commitment of the resources surrounding 
that development.  Although this project does not propose any new developments, existing 
developments would continue to be used if livestock grazing is authorized under either action 
alternative.  The result of these developments is that soils, vegetation, and some elements of 
wildlife habitat would be foregone in those concentrated use areas while the developments are in 
place.  The commitment is irretrievable rather than irreversible, because these developments 
could be removed and the surrounding resources returned to pre-development conditions over 
time. 

To identify the irretrievable commitments associated with water developments and fences, 
concentrated use around these developments has been estimated.  The impacted areas were 
modeled by buffering 5 feet on either side of fences and 5 acres around water developments.  Out 
of the 569,000 acres in the project area, around 1,112 acres (0.2 percent) could have irretrievable 
commitments associated with these developments.  The locations of these developments are 
included in the allotment maps in appendix H.  The effects of these developments are discussed in 
this chapter in the cumulative effects analysis sections of the applicable resources.  

3.2.6. Forest Plan Consistency  
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes a non-significant Forest Plan amendment to open the 
Troy Mountain Allotment.  With this non-significant Forest Plan amendment in place, all of the 
alternatives would be consistent with the management direction for soil resources in the Forest 
Plan.   

3.2.7. Specialist Report  
This EIS hereby incorporates by reference the Soils Specialist Report in the project record (40 
CFR 1502.21).  The Soils Specialist Report is located in the Soils folder in the Resources section 
of the project record and contains the detailed data, methodologies, analyses, conclusions, maps, 
references, and technical documentation that were relied upon to reach the conclusions in this 
EIS. 
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3.3. Water Quality 
Improperly managed livestock in areas adjacent to streams can result in adverse effects to water 
quality.  Livestock consume and trample riparian vegetation, destabilize stream banks, and 
concentrate urine and fecal wastes in and/or near surface water.  Water quality can be adversely 
affected by resulting increased turbidity/sedimentation, increased water temperatures, decreased 
dissolved oxygen concentrations, and the presence of harmful bacteria and nitrates.  The presence 
of bacteria or nitrates is not assessed as part of this analysis. 

Indicators4: 
• Turbidity (sediment). 
• Water temperature. 
• Dissolved oxygen. 

These indicators correspond with the water quality attributes included in the Stream Group of the 
Matrices (appendix A).  The range of values identified in the Matrices for these attributes will be 
used to assess the performance of these indicators under the alternatives analyzed in this chapter.  
The threshold of concern for these indicators is when the vegetation group moves into non-
functioning condition.  At that point, the area is believed to have lost its capability for ecological 
resilience and active restoration efforts would be required to restore the area.   

3.3.1. Analysis Area 
The analysis area for direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to water quality is the individual 
hydrologic unit code (HUC 6) watersheds that the project area is contained within.  These are 
displayed on maps 10 and 11.   

Water from the west side of both ranges in the project area generally flows into the Railroad 
Valley North watershed, although smaller portions drain to other watersheds.  Water from the east 
side of the White Pine Range generally flows into the Jakes Valley and White River Valley 
watersheds; while water from the east side of the Grant-Quinn Range typically flows into the 
Garden Valley and White River Valley watersheds.  The watersheds, their associated sixth level 
HUC, and major streams are correlated with grazing allotment named in table 19.  

• 52 HUC-6 watersheds 
• 120 miles of perennial streams; 2,400 miles of seasonal streams; and 300 springs 
• 240 water rights, some on inholdings (private land within forest boundary).  

Most of the water rights in the analysis area are associated with mining, stock, and irrigation 
(Nevada DCNR 2011).  Many water rights in the project area are dependent on springs at least 
part of the year.  Water diversions exist at several locations: 

• Currant Creek is diverted near the national forest boundary for stock water and irrigation 
• Illipah Creek is diverted to Moorman Ranch as a domestic water supply 
• Diversions also exist at Murphy Spring and at inholdings in the Hamilton area. 

                                                 
4 Note: Water quality indicator parameters are compared to state of Nevada water quality standards. 
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Table 19:  HUC-6 Watersheds and Major Streams by Allotment. 

Allotment  HUC-6  
Watershed Name 

HUC-6  
Watershed # 

Major Stream  
Name 

Big Creek 

Water Canyon 160600120701 Water Canyon 
Sawmill Canyon 160600120702 Sawmill Canyon 
Deep Creek 160600120801 Deep Creek 
Big Creek 160600120802 Big Creek 
Willow Creek 160600120803 Willow Creek 

Blackrock 

Freeland Canyon 160600120904 Freeland Canyon Creek 
Blackrock Canyon 160600120905  
Bull Creek/White River Pass Canyon 160600120906 White River Pass Canyon 
Broom Canyon 160600121201 Broom Canyon Creek 
Kern Canyon 160600121202  

Cherry 
Creek 

Spring Creek 160600140102  
Bruno Creek 160600140103  
Cherry Creek 160600140104 Cherry Creek & Little Cherry Creek 

Currant 
Creek 

Headwaters White River 150100110204 Unnamed Tributaries 
Government Wash Well 150100110401  
Currant Creek 160600121203 Currant Creek 
Horse Wash 160600121204  

Ellison 
Basin 

Upper Ellison Creek 150100110201 Ellison Creek 
Cottonwood Creek 150100110202  
Lower Ellison Creek 150100110203  
Headwaters White River 150100110204 White River 
White River the Cove 150100110205  

Hooper 
Canyon 

Willow Creek 160600120803  
Hooper Canyon 160600120804 Hooper Creek & Burnt Canyon Creek  
Ox Spring Wash 160600120805 Ox Spring Wash 
Little Meadow Creek 160600120806 Little Meadow Creek 
Cherry Creek 160600140104 Little Cherry Creek 

Illipah Unnamed 160600070100 Cottonwood Creek & Illipah Creek 
Jakes Valley 160600070202  

Irwin 
Creek 

Little Meadow Creek 160600120806  
Troy Creek 160600120807 Troy Creek & South Fork Troy Creek 
Irwin Canyon 160600121501 Irwin Canyon 
Grant Canyon 160600121502 West Fork Grant Canyon 

Pine 
Creek/ 
Quinn 
Canyon 

Sawmill Canyon 160600120702 Sawmill Canyon Creek 
Pine Creek 160600140105 South Fork Pine Creek & Badger Gulch 
Upper Cottonwood Creek 160600140106 North & South Fork Cottonwood Creek 
Lower Cottonwood Creek 160600140107  
Barton Creek 160600140201 Barton Creek 
Davis Creek 160600140401 Davis Creek 
Quinn Canyon 160600140402 Quinn Canyon Creek & Little Water Canyon 
Shadow Well 160600140404  

Tom Plain 

Upper Ellison Creek 150100110201 Ellison Creek 
Lower Ellison Creek 150100110203  
Blackjaw Springs 150100110301  
Circle Wash 160600070201  
Six Mile Wash 160600120903  
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Allotment  HUC-6  
Watershed Name 

HUC-6  
Watershed # 

Major Stream  
Name 

Treasure 
Hill 

Seligman Canyon 160600060401  
McEllen Canyon 160600060402  
Cathedral Canyon 160600120901  
Six Mile Wash 160600120903 Lampson Canyon 

Troy 
Mountain 

Upper Big Spring Wash 150100110601  
Upper Sherwood Wash 150100110701  
Grant Canyon 160600121502  
Schofield Wash 160600140101  



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

88   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

Map 10: White Pine Streams, Springs, and Watershed Boundaries 
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Map 11: Grant-Quinn Streams, Springs, and Watershed Boundaries 
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Management Direction 
Forest-wide management direction for water resources includes the following goals and 
objectives: 

• Design and implement practices on-the-ground that would re-establish acceptable soil, 
hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and maintain favorable 
water flow (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-9). 

• Return degraded riparian ecosystems to their natural condition through completion of 
inventoried watershed restoration projects and implementation of grazing systems 
(USDA FS 1986, p. IV-9). 

• Give priority to problem areas in high value watersheds and where accelerated erosion 
exists or erosion is rapidly increasing (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-9). 

Forest-wide management direction for water resources includes the following standards and 
guidelines: 

• Comply with state water quality standards (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-48). 
• Protect and improve riparian dependent resources (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-48). 
• Protect wet areas around springs for wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, and recreation 

opportunities (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-48). 
• Management activities in riparian areas will be monitored and corrective action will be 

taken to prevent deterioration of riparian areas or degradation of water quality (USDA FS 
1986, p. IV-49). 

• When developing or revising allotment management plans (AMPs) establish proper use 
criteria that will protect or enhance riparian areas (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-49). 

• Maintain or improve the Biotic Condition Index (BCI) on 95 percent of the streams to a 
minimum standard of 85 BCI (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-49). 

• Strive to achieve and maintain at least 90 percent of the natural bank stability for streams 
supporting Lahontan and Bonneville cutthroat trout and 80 percent on all other streams 
(USDA FS 1986, p. IV-49). 

• Stream bank stability is at least 90 percent of estimated potential in Category I riparian 
areas, 80 to 89 percent in Category II riparian areas, and may fall below 80 percent in 
Category III and IV riparian areas (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 2, pp. 6-7). 

Grant Range Wilderness Management Area 
• Manage to maintain or improve water quality and soil productivity (USDA FS 1986, 

Amendment 1, p. 32). 

Quinn Management Area 
• Manage and improve water quality and soil conservation through proper range 

management practices.  All activities will be constrained as necessary to protect water 
quality and maintain soil productivity (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-187). 

White Pine Management Area 
• All activities will be constrained as necessary to protect water quality and maintain soil 

productivity (USDA FS, p. IV-180). 

3.3.2. Current Condition 
During the 2006 field season, water samples were collected from representative streams in the 
analysis area.  Field water quality data collected at each sample location included: temperature, 
turbidity, conductivity, nitrate, fecal coliform, E. coli, pH, and dissolved oxygen.  The water 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest  91 

quality data gathered in 2006 are displayed in tables 20 and 21.  Biotic condition indices were 
also collected on some streams in the project area.  

The State of Nevada has identified three water bodies as Class A waters: Currant Creek, and 
White River on the White Pine Range, and Pine Creek on the Grant-Quinn Range.  Class A 
waters include waters or portions of waters located in areas of little human habitation, no 
industrial development, or intensive agriculture and where the watershed is relatively undisturbed 
by man’s activity.  Beneficial uses of class A waters include municipal and/or domestic supply 
with disinfection only, aquatic life, wildlife propagation, irrigation, livestock watering, and 
recreation. 

Class A waters are held to the numerical standards in NAC 445A.124.  Additionally, the state of 
Nevada has established in NAC 445A.145 (the Tributary Rule) that waters without specified 
numerical standards that flow into a water with numerical standards must be held to the same 
numerical standards.  Surface waters that dry up before reaching a water body with numerical 
standards, however, do not have numerical standards and must comply with the narrative 
standards in NAC 445A.121.  The narrative standards consists mostly of statements requiring 
waters to be free from material that change existing turbidity, high temperature, organisms 
pathogenic to human beings, and substances toxic to human, animal, plant, or aquatic life.  This 
means that human activities, such as livestock grazing, are not allowed to alter the natural water 
quality as specified in NAC 445A.121.  It does not mean that numerical water quality 
measurements cannot be used to determine compliance with NAC 445A.121.  Even though 
numerical standards are not specified for a given water body, it is appropriate to use numerical 
measurements of water quality to determine if natural conditions have been altered by human 
activities.   

The state of Nevada recognizes in NAC 445A.120 that natural water quality conditions may on 
occasion be outside the limits established by the standards.  This might occur, for example, under 
drought conditions.  The non-compliance condition, however, is only allowable if caused by 
nature.  Human activities are not allowed to contribute to the non-compliance condition. 

The majority of the water quality samples taken in 2006 (tables 20 and 21) meet the state of 
Nevada class A water quality standards, despite not being class A waters.  However, a few creeks 
did not meet these standards.  Seven streams (Currant Creek, Ellison Creek, Stove Spring, 
Cottonwood Creek, South Fork Pine Creek, Willow Creek, and Murphy Spring) had samples that 
did not meet the standard for temperature.  Only one stream (Murphy Creek) had a sample that 
did not meet the standard for dissolved oxygen.  Turbidity samples were relatively high (in 
comparison to other samples taken in the analysis area) in Copper Creek, Ellison Creek, Murphy 
Spring, Water Canyon Spring, and White River.  There are no recognized baseline turbidity levels 
for these streams, so the relevance of the turbidity levels cannot be determined at this time. 

Fecal coliform and E. coli samples taken at Stove Spring were the only samples greater than the 
state standards.  These data suggest that nutrient levels are generally low in the analysis area 
surface waters.  This is consistent with what Amacher and others (2004) found in the surface 
waters of central Nevada.  They found that nutrient inputs were generally very low for surface 
waters on National Forest System lands, but increased substantially as they flowed through 
private land with fenced grazing areas and irrigated fields.   
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Table 20:  Water Quality Data from Samples Collected in 2006. 

Allotment Sample Site 
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Currant Creek Upper Copper Creek 7.6 20 7.3 11.3 0.05 2 23 
Currant Creek at NFS boundary 8.4 4 8.1 21.1* 0.00 0 0 
Currant Creek 2 miles North of Hwy 6 8.3 1 6.9 22.3* 0.00 0 0 
Upper Currant Creek 8.3 4 8.8 11.2 0.05 0 0 
Saddle Spring 8.2 150 9.5 14.7 0.50 2 72 
Upper White River 8.0 29 7.1 18.1 0.00 0 0 

Ellison Basin Mid Copper Creek 7.8 28 6.6 17.5 0.05 32 62 
Copper Creek above confluence with 

Ellison Creek 7.8 8 7.0 12.5 2.00 0 17 

Upper Cottonwood Creek 7.9 4 7.0 11.3 0.05 0 0 
Lower Cottonwood Creek 8.6 3 7.4 19.9 0.05 71 50 
Ellison Creek at guard station 8.5 34 9.3 17.8 0.05 18 62 
Ellison Creek above guard station 8.8 88 9.1 24.1* N/A 13 20 
Upper Ellison Creek below Ellison 

Spring 8.4 30 7.7 18.3 0.00 13 60 

Mid Ellison Creek 8.6 30 7.7 18.3 0.00 13 60 
Ellison Creek above confluence with 

Copper Creek 8.2 23 6.1 18.0 0.00 21 44 
Ellison Creek below confluence with 

Copper Creek 7.9 12 6.9 12.8 0.05 26 72 

White River at NFS boundary 8.4 7 8.6 15.9 0.00 0 0 
White River at USGS gage station 8.4 7 8.7 12.8 0.05 0 1 
White River below campground 8.3 5 8.8 12.1 0.00 0 9 

Illipah Illipah Creek at FS boundary 8.3 27 8.3 9.5 1.00 0 0 
Illipah Creek at confluence with 

Cottonwood Creek 8.6 12 7.6 9.8 0.00 0 0 

Tom Plain Stove Spring 9.5 180 6.4 22.2* 0.00 338* 304* 
*  Did not meet state of Nevada Class A water standards 
Notes: 
NTU = Nephelometric turbidity units 
mg/L = Milligrams per liter 
(ºC) = Degrees Celsius 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest  93 

Table 21:  Water Quality Data for the Grant-Quinn Range. 

Allotment Sample Site 
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Big Creek Deep Creek 8.7 3 7.8 16.2 1 0 0 
Big Creek 8.5 2 7.5 17.2 0 0 1 
Water Canyon Spring 8.1 25 N/D 12.3 3 0 0 
Willow Creek 8.7 2 7.3 21.9* 0 0 0 

Cherry Creek Little Cherry Creek 8.8 2 7 18.4 N/A 0 0 
Cherry Creek at Guard Station 8.7 3 7.6 15.8 0 0 5 

Hooper Canyon Little Meadow 8.3 14 7.4 13.6 0 0 0 
Irwin Canyon Troy Canyon Creek at National Forest 

boundary 7.5 1 6.6 14.1 N/A 0 0 

Pine Creek / Quin  
Canyon 

North Fork Cottonwood Creek above 
confluence 8.3 1 6.3 22.5* 0 12 1 

South Fork Cottonwood Creek 8.3 0 6.4 18.4 0.05 N/A N/A 
North Fork Cottonwood Creek 8 1 7 14.1 1 5 0 
Pine Creek 8.7 3 7.8 17.5 0 0 20 
South Fork Pine Creek above 

confluence 8.7 10 6.9 20.6* 1 0 3 
South Fork Pine Creek below 

Gredette Meadow 8.5 18 6.4 24.8* 0 1 8 
North Fork Cottonwood Creek above 

confluence 8.3 1 6.3 22.5* 0 12 1 

Troy Mountain Murphy Spring 8.3 40 4.6* 26* 1 33 0 
*  Did not meet state of Nevada Class A water standards 
Notes: 
NTU = Nephelometric turbidity units 
mg/L = Milligrams per liter 
(ºC) = Degrees Celsius 

To assess the streams and riparian areas within the project area, multiple indicators monitoring 
(MIM) data was generally used.  The MIM data is designed to be “objective, efficient, and 
effective for monitoring streambanks, stream channels, and streamside riparian vegetation” 
(USDI BLM 2011).  In the case of Illipah Creek, where MIM data was not available, data from 
general aquatic wildlife system (GAWS) USDA FS 1987) and other historical reports were used.  
The GAWS data from a 1987 assessment is only available as a narrative describing what was 
found.  Generally, MIM data indicates that streams conditions are functioning-at-risk.  The 
GAWS/historical reports indicate Illipah Creek is also in functioning-at-risk condition.  Some 
results from the 2006 MIM survey are shown in table 22, including bank stability, bank alteration, 
site wetland rating (measurement based upon plants expected to be in surveyed area), and 
vegetation erosion index. 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

94   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

Table 22:  2006 MIM Results for Selected Streams. 5 

Allotment Stream Bank Stability 
(%) 

Bank 
Alteration (%) 

Site Wetland 
Rating (%) 

Vegetation 
Erosion Index 

Big Creek Big Creek 100 5 62 5.51 
Cherry Creek Cherry Creek 93 9 75 6.19 

Ellison Basin 
Copper Creek 73 5 75 6.73 
Upper Ellison 84 28 91 8.16 
White River 84 402 78 6.80 

Illipah Cottonwood 95 30 64 5.78 
Hooper 
Canyon 

Little Cherry Creek 79 872 69 6.71 

Tom Plain Lower Ellison 361 442 91 7.77 
1  Percentages exceed Forest Plan standards 
2  Percentages exceed minimum level to maintain stable conditions (Cowley 2002) 

The 2006 MIM data in table 22 indicates that many streams conditions are functioning-at-risk; 
others are rated functioning or non-functioning.  Many of the streams that are in functioning-at-
risk condition are approaching a threshold in one or more of their characteristics.  

Two streams (Copper Creek and Little Cherry Creek) did not meet the Forest Plan’s bank 
stability standard (80 percent).  Lower Ellison was far below the standard which may indicate the 
creek is in non-functioning condition (table 22).  Three streams (Little Cherry Creek, Lower 
Ellison, and White River) had streambank alteration levels greater than 30 percent; these three 
streams did not meet the minimum to maintain stable banks (Cowley 2002).  Upper Ellison and 
Cottonwood Creeks are near the minimum alteration standard to maintain stable banks, placing 
them on the verge of instability.  For wetland rating, three streams from the Grant-Quinn area 
(Cottonwood, Big Creek, and Little Cherry Creek) rated lowest, but still good.  Six streams (Big 
Creek, Cherry Creek, Copper Creek, Cottonwood, Little Cherry Creek, and White River) rated 
moderate on the vegetation erosion index.   

The GAWS data available for Illipah Creek indicates that the creek condition was functioning-at-
risk in 1987, with some locations potentially non-functioning.  The 1987 GAWS assessment for 
Illipah Creek found that the lower portion of the stream is in poor condition, with the rest in fair 
condition.  There were problems with bank stability, poor quality pools, and high width to depth 
ratios.  As a result of the wider and shallower streams coupled with lack of shade, higher water 
temperatures resulted.  Confinement of flow within the gully has resulted in a decreased ability to 
support wet meadows and riparian vegetation. 

Streams vary in their sensitivity to disturbance and changes in discharge or sediment produced 
by their watershed.  Low- to moderate-gradient streams, with fine textured channel and bank 
materials, are most sensitive to disturbance (Rosgen 1996).  Slope classes of 0-2 percent and 2-
4 percent, with clay, silt, sand, or gravel bed and bank materials, can characterize these 
sensitive streams. Typically, these sensitive streams have banks stabilized by riparian vegetation 
as opposed to more resilient streambanks stabilized by rock or large woody debris. Using the 
                                                 
5 Notes (USDI BLM 2011): 
For site wetland rating: For vegetation erosion index: 

0-15 is very poor 0-2 is very poor 
16-40 is poor 3-4 is poor 
41-60 is fair 5-6 is moderate 
61-85 is good 7-8 is good 
85+ is very good 9-10 is very good 
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Rosgen (1996) system for categorizing stream channels, sensitive stream channels are typically 
“E”, “F”, “G” channel types and “C” channel types when they occur in valley bottoms. Table 
8 above provides examples of the various channel types, including the vertical streambanks 
characteristic of “E”, “F”, “G”, and “C” channel types.  Using these definitions, the sensitive 
stream types are located in the lower elevation portions of the Currant Creek, Ellison Creek, 
Illipah Creek and White River watersheds in the White Pine Division, and the lower portions of 
the Cherry Creek, Cottonwood Creek, and Pine Creek watersheds in the Grant-Quinn Division.  
Observations suggest that many of the most sensitive stream segments listed above have been 
degraded to some extent by past land uses and watershed disturbance. 

Creek samples from within the project area indicate that most water quality parameters meet state 
and Forest standards.  While most samples of water quality parameters such as pH, temperature, 
fecal coliform etc. are typically within a reasonable range, in a few cases the standards were not 
met.   

Biotic condition indices (BCI) consist of sampling macroinvertebrates from the stream system to 
make an analogy about water quality and stream health.  Currently, BCI in the project area does 
not meet the Forest Plan’s desired condition for most streams.  The Forest’s standard and 
guideline for BCI is 95 percent of the streams have a BCI of 85 or higher.  The results of BCI 
samples taken within the area in 1997, 1998, and 1999 are shown in table 23; none of the samples 
met the Forest standard. 

Table 23:  BCI Results for Selected Streams. 

Allotment Stream Name 1997 1998 1999 

Big Creek Deep Creek - 60 82 

Currant Creek Currant - - 72 

Ellison Basin Ellison 72 68 72 
White River - - 81 

Hooper Canyon Little Cherry Creek - - 79 

Illipah Illipah Creek - - 77 

Pine Creek / Quinn Canyon Pine Creek - - 67 
 

3.3.3. Desired Condition 
The Humboldt Forest Plan provides the following desired condition for water resources: 

• Water quality will improve at a moderate level (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-85). 
• Watershed improvement will occur at a moderate rate, yet current needs for watershed 

improvement will not be satisfied by the end of the planning period (2035) (USDA FS 
1986, p. IV-85). 

• Congress has directed the Forest Service to administer National Forest System lands for 
multiple-use purposes.  These purposes have been stated in the Organic Administration 
Act, Multiple- Use Sustained-Yield Act, Wilderness Act, Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
and other legislation and Executive Orders.  The water needed to successfully accomplish 
the programs mandated by these acts and Executive Orders will be protected (USDA FS 
1986, p. IV-50). 

The Forest has developed scorecards (appendix A), referred to as the Matrices, that define 
specific standards for vegetation condition.  The Matrices include measurable attributes regarding 
water quality, stream condition, and hydrology for each vegetation community, as appropriate.  
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The attributes related to water quality included in the functioning condition category are the 
desired conditions for water quality for the project area.  

3.3.4. Environmental Consequences  
If improperly managed, livestock grazing has a potential for widespread detrimental effects to 
water quality.  While livestock grazing occurs over a large area of the landscape, livestock tend to 
congregate in riparian areas and streams where water quality can more easily be affected.  
According to published scientific literature reviews, poorly managed livestock grazing can 
potentially have the following detrimental effects on water quality. 

• Increased bacteria levels from livestock urine and fecal wastes (Belsky et al. 1999, 
Buckhouse 2000, Meehan 1991). 

• Increased nutrients, such as nitrates, from livestock urine and fecal wastes (Buckhouse 
2000, Krueger and Sanderson 2002, Meehan 1991). 

• Increased turbidity/sedimentation due to soil disturbance and vegetation loss along 
stream banks (Belsky e al. 1999, Branson et al. 1981, Buckhouse 2000, Krueger and 
Sanderson 2002, Meehan 1991). 

• Higher water temperatures resulting from increased width to depth ratios and loss of 
shade-producing vegetation along stream banks (Krueger and Sanderson 2002, 
Meehan 1991). 

• Lower dissolved oxygen levels resulting from increased aquatic plant growth (algae) 
and higher water temperatures (water solubility of oxygen decreases as temperature 
increases) (Belsky et al. 1999, Buckhouse 2000). 

Water quality for most of the streams sampled was generally found to be in compliance with 
Nevada’s numerical and narrative anti-degradation water quality standards (rules) in NAC 445A 
as well as the Clean Water Act, as amended.  Tables 20 and 21 summarize, by stream, the known 
water quality issues in the project area based on the data and information in the above section on 
water quality measurements. 

The water quality issues (which include undesirable levels of turbidity/sedimentation, increased 
temperature, and decreased dissolved oxygen) are consistent with the potential negative effects of 
livestock grazing identified in the scientific literature reviews.  Of the potential detrimental 
effects, increased bacteria and nutrients were the only effects not observed in the project area.  
The most common issue is excessive sediment accumulation.  It is possible that drought has 
caused reduced stream flows and thus, reduced the ability of project area streams to remove 
excess sediment that has naturally accumulated. 

Water Quantity 

Soil compaction and ground cover removal caused by livestock grazing, especially in riparian 
areas, have the potential to increase runoff and sediment transport into streams by reducing the 
amount of infiltration and interception of precipitation and by capturing and channeling water 
(Belsky et al. 1999).  Instead of the precipitation being retained and slowly released by soil and 
vegetation, increased runoff creates peak stream flows with quicker response times and intensity.  
Less infiltration also decreases groundwater recharge and storage, resulting in lower base flows in 
streams and decreased groundwater supply to seeps/springs, wet meadows, and riparian areas.  
Base flow and peak flow timing have also been altered by grazing related stream incision.  As 
streams downcut, flood flows can no longer access the floodplain.  This loss of recharge results in 
higher peak flow when water needs are low and lower baseflow when water needs are high.  This 
decrease in water quantity would likely have a negative effect on aquatic life and the condition or 
type of vegetation in these areas.   
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3.3.4.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Because Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would require grazing management changes in areas 
that are not in functioning condition, water quality and riparian conditions would likely improve 
with time.  Improved grazing management would also mean less soil disturbance and vegetation 
loss, resulting in increased streambank stability, decreased sedimentation in streams, and lower 
water temperatures due to the growth of shade providing vegetation along streams.  More 
vegetation cover would also help to control storm run-off, which would help to improve stream 
base flows and decrease the timing and intensity of peak stream flows that have the potential to 
cause catastrophic flood damage.  As water quality improves and fine sediment input decreases, 
the BCI levels would increase.  For areas currently moving towards functioning condition, the 
recovery rate is likely to become more rapid due to decreased stress from grazing.  Livestock 
grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon allotments.  
The direct and indirect effects to water resources in these three allotments would be identical to 
those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Turbidity (Sedimentation) 

The limitations set on end of season utilization would reduce vegetation loss along stream banks.  
Increased vegetation along stream banks would increase streambank stability and capture greater 
amounts of sediment, which would reduce turbidity.  The limitations on streambank alteration 
would also increase streambank stability.  Consequently, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would 
contribute less turbidity/sedimentation to streams as compared to current levels. 

Water Temperature 

The limitations set on end of season utilization would allow for increased vegetation shade along 
streams.  The limitations on streambank alteration would result in less alteration of width to depth 
ratios on stream.  Consequently, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would improve water 
temperature in streams above current levels. 

Dissolved Oxygen 

The reduced water temperatures that would result from increased vegetation shade and more 
natural width to depth ratios on streams would result in an indirect increase in dissolved oxygen 
above current levels. 

Cumulative Effects 

Livestock have been grazing in the project area for over a century, and still represent the single 
largest impact to water resources in the project area.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would 
likely reduce the detrimental effects to water resources caused by livestock on the allotments 
where grazing would be authorized.  Reduced turbidity/sedimentation, lower water temperatures, 
and increased dissolved oxygen content are expected results of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  
Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to or have the 
potential to affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As the impacts from livestock 
grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on 
water resources.  The rate of improvement would potentially be increased, slowed, or reversed by 
other non-grazing associated activities that would continue, depending on those activities’ 
impacts to water resources.   



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

98   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

Turbidity (Sedimentation) 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on turbidity (sedimentation).  Currently, 
mining activities are limited within the project area and it is likely that the majority of impacts to 
water resources have stabilized in areas where mining is no longer active.  Current impacts to 
water resources are generally confined areas in White Pine Range.  The largest mining operation 
in the project area is the Mount Hamilton Mine, which impacts about 520 acres.  The Green 
Springs-Cathedral Canyon exploration project will be active in the near future and would disturb 
less than five acres.  These mining related activities are likely to cause a small increase in 
turbidity until vegetation is re-established on the disturbed areas.  Increased vehicle travel 
associated with the mineral exploration, both on and off existing roads, in addition to newly 
constructed roads, is likely to increase erosion and turbidity.   

In 2010, the Copper Creek watershed restoration project near Ellison Meadow addressed several 
headcuts and gullied sections that had developed on the creek and should reduce turbidity and 
temperature while increasing dissolved oxygen in Copper Creek.  Wildfire rehabilitation efforts 
following the Cathedral, Adaven, and Sherwood fires treated 7,645 acres to increase the rate at 
which vegetation is re-established in the burned areas, which reduces the amount of erosion in the 
burned areas.  The reduction in erosion leads to a corresponding reduction in turbidity 
(sedimentation).  Several vegetation treatments were conducted recently that could be 
contributing to the amount of turbidity (sedimentation) in the analysis area (two projects in 2009 
totaling 500 acres, two projects in 2010 totaling 4,000 acres, a BLM project adjacent to Cherry 
Creek Allotment in 2010 totaling 1,000 acres).  Two ongoing and two future projects would treat 
up to 17,000 acres over the next 3 to 5 years.  Treatment activities may cause a short term (1 to 3 
years) increase in turbidity due to the potential removal of vegetation from the riparian and 
upland areas.  As vegetation recovers, erosion and turbidity would be reduced overall.   

The 2009 Ely Travel Management Plan reduces the potential for an increase in turbidity 
(sedimentation) by restricting off-road travel.  Reduced off-road travel and road closures would 
reduce turbidity.  Areas where roads or cross country travel is located adjacent to streams would 
see the greatest improvement. 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the level of turbidity (sedimentation) is likely to 
decrease or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The level of turbidity (sedimentation) is not 
expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Stream Group for the Matrices. 

Water Temperature 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on water temperature.  The Copper Creek 
watershed restoration project should decrease water temperature in the summer and increase 
temperature during the winter in Copper Creek.  Several vegetation treatments were conducted 
recently that could be contributing to increases in water temperature in the analysis area (two 
projects in 2009 totaling 500 acres, two projects in 2010 totaling 4,000 acres, a BLM project 
adjacent to Cherry Creek Allotment in 2010 totaling 1,000 acres).  Two ongoing and two future 
projects would treat up to 17,000 acres over the next 3 to 5 years.  Treatment activities may cause 
a short term (1-3 years) increase in water temperature, but temperature would be reduced as 
vegetation recovers.  The road closures and cross country travel restrictions established by the 
2009 Ely Travel Management Plan would have little effect on water temperature, except where 
roads or cross country travel have impacted shading vegetation. 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, water temperature is likely to decrease or remain 
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stable over the next 10 years.  Water temperature is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Stream Group for the Matrices. 

Dissolved Oxygen 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on dissolved oxygen.  The Copper Creek 
watershed restoration project should decrease water temperature in the summer, which would 
result in higher dissolved oxygen concentration in the Copper Creek watershed restoration area.  
Dissolved oxygen may be reduced during the winter in the restoration area due to warmer water 
temperature.  The short-term water temperature increases associated with the vegetation 
treatments in the analysis area (discussed above) would lead to short-term reductions in dissolved 
oxygen.  As the vegetation recovers and temperature decreases (1 to 3 years), the dissolved 
oxygen concentration would increase.  The road closures and cross country travel restrictions 
established by the 2009 Ely Travel Management Plan would have little effect on dissolved 
oxygen, except where roads or cross country travel have impacted shading vegetation to the 
extent that it is resulting in an increase in water temperature. 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the level of dissolved oxygen is likely to increase 
or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The level of dissolved oxygen is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Stream Group for the Matrices. 

3.3.4.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the water quality conditions on most of the 
allotments would at least remain unchanged, possibly recover at the current rate, or, degrade 
further if appropriate adjustments are not made.  Healthy riparian vegetation is important for 
streambank stability.  By maintaining current management standards, riparian areas and streams 
that are currently recovering would likely do so at a slower rate than with the other alternatives.  
Where standards are not being met, management adjustment would be taken to meet or move 
towards those standards.  For example, where BCI levels are below 85, management adjustments 
would be taken to improve water quality and reduce fine sediment input.  Areas currently in 
functioning-at-risk condition would remain at risk from flood events and degradation from 
current management practices.  Alternative 2 (Current Management) would likely show the least 
progress towards achieving functioning condition.  Because livestock grazing would not be 
authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under 
Alternative 2 (Current Management), the direct or indirect effects to water resources in these four 
allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing).   

Turbidity (Sedimentation) 

The amount of vegetation along streams and streambank alteration would continue as it has in 
recent years.  Except in the case of natural disturbances, turbidity/sedimentation levels should 
remain unchanged. 

Water Temperature 

The amount of vegetation shade along streams and the impacts to the width to depth ratios for 
streams would continue as it has in recent years.  Water temperature should remain unchanged. 
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Dissolved Oxygen 

Water temperatures are not expected to change under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  
Consequently, dissolved oxygen levels are expected to remain unchanged, as well. 

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on turbidity (sedimentation), water temperature, and dissolved oxygen are 
discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects under 
Alternative 2 (Current Management) to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to 
those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but turbidity (sedimentation), water 
temperature, and dissolved oxygen are expected to remain stable, but could improve at a slower 
rate than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) if grazing management is adjusted to allow for and 
facilitate recovery of the vegetation and soil resources.   

Turbidity (Sedimentation) 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities discussed 
above, the level of turbidity (sedimentation) is likely to remain stable or could decrease with 
adjustments to grazing management over the next 10 years.  The activities associated with the 
mineral exploration and vegetation treatments may increase the levels of turbidity (sedimentation) 
in those localized areas.  However, the turbidity (sedimentation) from these activities would be 
reduced as the vegetation re-establishes in 2 to 3 years.  The level of turbidity (sedimentation) is 
not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Stream Group for the Matrices 
(appendix A). 

Water Temperature 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities discussed 
above, water temperature is likely to remain stable or could improve with adjustments to grazing 
management over the next 10 years.  The activities associated with the mineral exploration and 
vegetation treatments may increase water temperatures in those localized areas.  However, the 
impact from these activities would be reduced as the vegetation re-establishes in 2 to 3 years.  
Water temperature is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Stream 
Group for the Matrices (appendix A). 

Dissolved Oxygen 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the level of dissolved oxygen is likely 
to remain stable or could increase with adjustments to grazing management over the next 10 
years.  The activities associated with the mineral exploration and vegetation treatments may 
reduce dissolved oxygen in those localized areas.  However, the impact from these activities 
would be reduced as the vegetation re-establishes in 2 to 3 years.  The level of dissolved oxygen 
is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Stream Group for the Matrices 
(appendix A). 

3.3.4.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would have the most beneficial 
effects for water quality and provide a more rapid recovery.  By eliminating livestock trampling 
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and grazing in the riparian zones, natural processes would move the vegetation and soils toward 
recovery.  There would no longer be any livestock urine and fecal material to contribute bacteria 
to streams.  Water quality and levels of fine sediment would improve, which would lead to higher 
BCI levels.  These changes would not occur on Troy Creek, Willow Creek, Big Creek, or Deep 
Creek because these streams are on allotments that have not been grazed since the 1990s.  With 
no stress from livestock grazing, it is also likely that stream and riparian areas would move 
towards functioning condition at a much faster rate with Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) 
than with the other alternatives.  The rate at which an area moved towards functioning condition 
would depend on its current condition and the cumulative effects of other actions. 

Turbidity (Sedimentation) 

Vegetation along streams and stream banks would no longer be impacted by livestock.  Increased 
vegetation along stream banks would capture greater amounts of sediment and reduce turbidity.  
There would be no soil disturbance on stream banks related to livestock.  Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing) would reduce turbidity/sedimentation levels in the analysis area. 

Water Temperature 

Livestock would no longer consume vegetation that creates shade along streams or cause 
streambank alteration that alters width to depth ratios on streams.  As the impacts from previous 
grazing activity diminishes, water temperature in streams would be improved. 

Dissolved Oxygen 

As water temperature responds to increased vegetation shade and favorable width to depth ratios, 
levels of dissolved oxygen would increase. 

Cumulative Effects 

As discussed earlier in cumulative effects under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), livestock 
grazing is the single greatest landscape activity in the analysis area.  It likely has the greatest and 
most widespread effect on water resources and riparian area conditions.  The impacts that other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have on turbidity 
(sedimentation), water temperature, and dissolved oxygen are discussed above under Alternative 
1 (Proposed Action).  If livestock grazing was no longer a permitted activity, then the cumulative 
impact to water resources and riparian areas would likely decrease with time.  Under Alternative 
3 (No Action/No Grazing), watershed conditions would be similar to, and likely better than, the 
conditions expected under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  This would likely result in improved 
quality of water leaving the Forest for other downstream beneficial uses.   

There may be a detrimental effect to private or other public lands under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing).  If cattle do not have access to the Forest for grazing, the grazing intensity 
on these off-Forest lands may increase as more cattle are shifted to other public and private lands.  
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) may result in changes in land uses and practices on 
adjacent lands which may adversely affect water quality within the lower reaches of the 
watersheds. 

Turbidity (Sedimentation) 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the level of turbidity (sedimentation) is 
likely to decrease or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The level of turbidity (sedimentation) 
is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Stream Group for the Matrices. 
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Water Temperature 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, water temperature is likely to decrease 
or remain stable over the next 10 years.  Water temperature is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Stream Group for the Matrices. 

Dissolved Oxygen 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the level of dissolved oxygen is likely 
to decrease or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The level of dissolved oxygen is not 
expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Stream Group for the Matrices. 

3.3.5. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments  
Livestock grazing has the potential to have irreversible commitments to water quality.  
Improperly managed grazing can lead to downcutting of stream channels, which can lower the 
water table, limit water storage, and reduce water flows.  However, the grazing management 
adjustments required under both action alternatives would prevent the potential impacts to water 
quality from rising to the level of an irreversible commitment.  Likewise, livestock grazing as 
proposed under the action alternatives does not result in a short- or long-term loss of, or limitation 
on the use of, water from the analysis area.  Accordingly, there would be no irretrievable 
commitment to water quality. 

3.3.6. Forest Plan Consistency  
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes a non-significant forest plan amendment to open the 
Troy Mountain Allotment.  With this non-significant forest plan amendment in place, all of the 
alternatives would be consistent with the management direction for water resources in the Forest 
Plan. 

3.3.7. Specialist Report  
This EIS hereby incorporates by reference the Watershed Specialist Report in the project record 
(40 CFR 1502.21).  The Watershed Specialist Report is located in the Hydrology folder of the 
Resources section of the project record and contains the detailed data, methodologies, analyses, 
conclusions, maps, references, and technical documentation that were relied upon to reach the 
conclusions in this EIS. 
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3.4. Vegetation 
Livestock grazing can affect the vegetation composition (variety and amount of different plant 
species) and ground cover (area covered or protected by vegetation or litter).  Grazing at improper 
levels can result in weakened or destroyed plants.  This may allow less desirable plant species to 
become established, such as noxious or invasive weeds.  In aspen or cottonwood communities, 
excessive browsing can affect the stands’ ability to regenerate or reproduce, and can lead to 
decadent stands or the potential loss of the stand altogether. 

Indicators: 
• Species composition (the percent of plants that indicates plant communities are 

functioning as desired). 
• Percent of bare ground (area not covered or protected by ground cover). 
• Number of saplings or suckers in aspen and cottonwood. 
• Number of acres affected by noxious weeds. 

These indicators match up with the attributes included in many of the Matrices (appendix A).  
The range of values identified in the Matrices for these attributes would be used to assess the 
performance of these indicators under the alternatives analyzed in this chapter.  The desirable and 
acceptable levels of species composition, bare ground, saplings and suckers in aspen and 
cottonwood, and noxious weeds varies by vegetation group, but a common threshold of concern 
shared by all vegetation groups is when a vegetation group moves into non-functioning condition.  
At that point, the area is believed to have lost its capability for ecological resilience and active 
restoration efforts would be required to restore the area. 

3.4.1. Analysis Area 
For direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, the project area serves as the analysis area for the 
vegetation resources. 

The goal of this project is to authorize livestock grazing in a manner that maintains functioning 
vegetative groups (as described in the Matrices in appendix A) and healthy sustainable 
rangelands.  The proposed action provides for more predictable and predetermined responses to 
changes in rangeland conditions.  The alternatives offer different proper use indicators and 
strategies for grazing management that would guide livestock use each year, and the rate at which 
this goal of functioning vegetative groups would be reached.  Factors influencing the rate of 
change toward reaching this goal are: 

1. The vegetation group being considered. 
2. Its current condition. 
3. The strategies used to facilitate improvement. 

The effects on the environment of implementing these strategies annually, and the rate at which 
the effects may occur, are described in the direct and indirect effects sections below.  The goal is 
not the annual measurement, such as utilization, but rather to maintain healthy functioning 
rangelands.  Regardless of the alternative that is selected, long-term monitoring would be 
implemented in order to determine whether that goal is being achieved. 

The vegetative component of the project area is the most readily recognizable and obvious part of 
the landscape.  The overall category of vegetation can be separated into several components: 
pinyon-juniper woodland, aspen/cottonwood, upland, and riparian.  For the project area, uplands 
have been broken down into mountain big sagebrush, Wyoming big sagebrush, black sagebrush, 
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low sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, mixed sage/bitterbrush, mountain mahogany, mountain 
brush, and grasslands.  Table 24 displays the acreages and maps 12 and 13 show the distribution 
of these vegetative community types in the project area.  As discussed below in the section on 
pinyon-juniper, many of the acres reflected as pinyon-juniper are sagebrush communities that are 
being invaded by pinyon-juniper.  The invaded acres are identified as Phase I in table 24. 

Also critical is that all of these components–plus several others such as soils, water, animals, and 
insects–are interrelated and interdependent.  For each of these components to be in the desired 
condition, all need to be in a healthy condition.  Several terms are used to describe the condition 
of these vegetative components, but for consistency, this analysis will refer to rangeland health as 
the overall condition of the entire project area and the term, functioning, as the condition of the 
more specific vegetative communities. 

Rangeland health is “the degree to which the integrity of the soil and the ecological process of 
rangeland ecosystems are sustained” (National Research Council 1994).  Rangeland health, in a 
very basic sense, means everything is important (i.e., the soils need to be able to absorb and hold 
moisture, the right plants need to be present to protect the soil and provide food and cover for 
animals and insects, and the water needs to be clean and available to plants, wildlife, and 
humans).  Healthy riparian areas are dependent on healthy uplands; animals are dependent on 
healthy riparian areas and uplands.  If one community unravels, others would be affected as well. 

The term, functioning, will be defined by a combination of specific components within the 
vegetative groups.  It incorporates how well these individual vegetative groups receive and 
process precipitation and are able to withstand extreme weather, fire or human caused events, or 
activities without resulting in drastic changes.  This use is consistent with the Forest Service 
Handbook (FSH) definition of functioning.  Rangelands are functioning when they are meeting 
desired conditions identified in long-term specified management objectives, standards, and/or 
guidelines, and have the capability across the landscape for renewal, for recovery from a wide 
range of disturbances, and for retention of its ecological resilience.  Rangelands would be in 
functioning-at-risk condition when short-term objectives are being met but functionality criteria 
are not yet present (USDA FS 2005a, [FSH 2209.21, Ch. 20]). 

Vegetation map types were characterized by dominant land cover, canopy closure class, and tree 
size class (Gillham et al. 2004).  This existing vegetation map adheres to mid-level mapping 
standards while utilizing innovative techniques to assess dominance type, canopy closure, and 
tree size class map.  Mapping methods included using multiple sources of remote sensing 
imagery, training samples, and geospatial data layers with image segmentation and data-mining 
technologies.  The minimum polygon size was 5 acres for uplands and 0.5 acres for riparian 
areas.  Maps 12 and 13 and associated legends display the current vegetation based on the 
dominant cover.  The maps and associated data do not represent potential natural vegetation. 
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Table 24:  Rangeland Community Types by Acreage. 

Vegetation Cover Type Acres in Project Area 
Pinyon-Juniper 
Woodland 

Phase I 181,372 
Phase II and III 222,099 

Aspen/Cottonwood 609 
Riparian 1,470 
Uplands 155,505 

Mountain Big Sagebrush 40,100 
Wyoming Big Sagebrush 52,0101 
Black Sagebrush 8061 
Low Sagebrush 9,520 
Basin Big Sagebrush 2,383 
Mixed Sage/ Bitterbrush 2,060 
Mountain Mahogany 21,628 
Mountain Brush 26,827 
Grasslands 171 

Other  (barren/snow/isolated conifer 
forests/mining/urban/agriculture) 12,564 

Total  573,618 
1  Acreage was calculated using Remote Sensing Applications Center (RSAC), Existing Vegetation Map of 

HTNF.  Several years of ground verification has found an error pertaining to the abundance of black 
sagebrush across the Ely District.  In many instances black sagebrush was misidentified as Wyoming 
sagebrush; thus, overestimating the presence of Wyoming sagebrush and underestimating black sagebrush 
community types.  Many of the aspen sites are small and, consequently, were underestimated. 

Not all of these vegetation types are affected to the same degree by changes in livestock grazing, 
nor are all vegetation types accessible or capable for livestock grazing.  The vegetative 
communities most affected by changes in livestock grazing management over the expected life of 
this analysis are the upland vegetation types, riparian, and aspen/cottonwood (table 25). 

Table 25:  Acres of Rangeland Community Types by Allotment. 

Allotment 
Pinyon/ 
Juniper 
(Phases 
II & III) 

Riparian Aspen/ 
Cottonwood 

Upland 

Sagebrush 
Pinyon/ 
Juniper 

(Phase I) 
Mountain 

Brush 
Mountain 
Mahogany 

Big Creek 15,592 152 174   5,143 10,387 808 1,557 
Blackrock 26,932 35 4 14,029 18,255 2,854 2,820 
Cherry Creek 15,916 89 10   3,591 17,896 110 531 
Currant Creek 21,064 212 53   8,266 16,356 2,247 2,194 
Ellison Basin 24,098   56 102   8,394 26,010 1,709 613 
Hooper Canyon 16,978   55 13   3,113   8,563 550 1,585 
Illipah 13,630 121 1 12,764 10,987 6,059 631 
Irwin   6,358 122 122   4,893   4,927 773 1,987 
Pine Creek/  
Quinn Canyon 29,272 301 43   6,940 17,428 938 3,819 

Tom Plain    17,766 108 13 11,145   17,161 4,723 1,868 
Treasure Hill  22,136   56 64 14,218 19,558 5,323 3,049 
Troy Mountain 14,136   54 0.01 10,331   7,242 724 974 
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Map 12: White Pine Division Vegetation Types 

 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest  107 

Map 13: Grant-Quinn Division Vegetation Types 
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Management Direction 
Forest-wide management direction for vegetation includes the following goals and objectives: 

• All allotments are managed to maintain suitable range presently in satisfactory condition, and 
improve suitable range in less than satisfactory condition (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-5). 

• Produce a sustained yield of forage on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing 
while maintaining or enhancing the productivity of the land (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-6). 

• Manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to wet meadows and riparian areas, 
and fisheries habitat (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-6). 

• Design and implement practices on-the-ground that would re-establish acceptable soil, 
hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and maintain favorable 
water flow (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-9). 

Forest-wide management direction for vegetation includes the following standards and 
guidelines: 

• Manage allotments to maintain suitable range in satisfactory ecological condition and improve 
range in less than satisfactory condition by developing management plans on all allotments 
(USDA FS 1986, p. IV-32). 

• Livestock management will consider sensitive areas such as riparian areas and critical wildlife 
habitats to maintain or enhance special values (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-35). 

• Management will be directed toward having riparian areas in good or better ecological 
condition and stable or upward trend (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-35). 

• Protect and improve riparian dependent resources (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-48). 
• Protect and encourage the reestablishment of riparian vegetation (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-48). 
• The various categories of riparian areas will be managed to maintain or improve conditions to 

the following (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 2, pp. 6-7): 

Category I – Potential key species (herbaceous and woody) are present, reproducing, and 
have high vigor.  Cover of key species is 90 percent or greater of estimated potential.  

Category II – Potential key herbaceous and woody species are present, reproducing, and 
have good vigor.  Composition of key species is 70 to 89 percent of estimated potential.  

Category III-IV – Potential key woody species are present, intermingled with and being 
replaced by secondary woody species.  Potential key herbaceous species are present and 
reproducing.  Herbaceous cover may be high, but that of key species is 45 to 69 percent of 
estimated potential.  

Category V - Riparian areas will be managed in a manner consistent with management for 
adjacent lands. 

3.4.2. Current Condition 
Historical Background 

Heavy livestock grazing levels combined with increased fire suppression began affecting the 
structure and composition of the rangeland in eastern Nevada in the late 1800s.  Many upland 
sites were grazed so heavily that even the sagebrush experienced some grazing and extensive 
trampling damage.  Hillsides were often grazed and trampled by multiple bands of unregulated 
domestic sheep and various livestock belonging to nearby ranchers.  Some areas were covered 
with unstable mining waste rock.  The result was large areas of bare ground susceptible to 
massive mud and rock slides from spring run-off or heavy precipitation.  Residents of Ely and 
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nearby towns terraced hillsides and built erosion control structures to help protect homes and 
businesses from massive land wasting events. 

Because of heavy grazing, the herbaceous species most palatable to domestic livestock 
experienced a loss of vigor and overall decrease in occurrence, while many species less palatable 
to domestic livestock filled the vacant niches.  Palatable shrubs generally decreased, allowing 
unpalatable shrubs and shrubs with the ability to resprout to dominate.  The more mesic forbs and 
grasses associated with riparian cover types were replaced by more xeric and often weedy annuals 
and tap-rooted species. 

Although the effects of this grazing regime were widespread, these disturbances were 
exaggerated in sites that were most accessible or sensitive to grazing disturbances.  Local citizens 
petitioned to have these mountain ranges designated Forest Reserves based on the need to protect 
the watersheds.  Ranchers and early Forest Service managers recognized the risks created by 
these abusive levels of grazing and initiated corrective actions, such as reducing and removing 
large migratory bands of sheep and adjusting the season-of-use for local livestock. 

Settlers in the area allowed livestock on the range as soon as the snow melted and allowed 
livestock to follow the receding snowline to higher elevations.  Forest Service managers gradually 
changed the season-of-use as they collected range-readiness data.  Until about 1940, the 
authorized period of use was from early to mid May through late October.  Current seasons of use 
have been adjusted and authorized use occurs mainly from mid June through late September.  
Significant reductions in livestock numbers have occurred since 1940.  Forest Service managers 
began creating smaller individual allotments instead of a few large allotments with many 
permittees.  These management practices have reduced grazing intensity over the past 100 years.  
Permit and use history are discussed in greater detail in the Allotment Management Summary 
in the Vegetation (and Range) Specialist Report in the Vegetation folder of the Resources 
section of the project record. 

Other actions to improve management of these rangelands have been implemented over time.  
The most significant, perhaps, was the initiation of some type of grazing system, primarily rest-
rotation.  Implementation of these grazing systems and a socio-economic shift from a heavy 
dependence on riders and ranch hands to less labor-intensive operations resulted in construction 
of additional fences.  A number of supplemental water sources were developed or constructed, 
including ponds, pipelines, and troughs to improve livestock distribution and obtain more uniform 
use of the range.  Additional practices to reduce shrubs, trees, and other unwanted, generally 
unpalatable species and improve overall forage production for livestock were applied, including 
chaining, plowing, herbicide treatment, and seeding.   

Current Condition Assessment 

This analysis used data from the following sources: 

• Forest Service evaluations including rangeland health determinations, long-term trend 
studies, riparian trend studies, and photo points. 

• Ecological plot data collected by the Forest ecologist and district staff. 
• Remote Sensing Applications Center (RSAC) Existing Vegetation Map of HTNF. 

Range field crews have established over 50 permanent long-term trend studies within riparian and 
upland sites across the project area (maps 14 and 15)..  In addition, the Forest ecologist 
established 24 eco-plots in dry to wet meadow systems.  Rangeland health data was collected 
across the Ely Ranger District in key areas representative of the allotment using a variety of 
methods, which include nested frequency, line intercept, multiple indicator monitoring (MIM), 
photo points, ocular macroplot cover, and point intercept cover.  
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Map 14: White Pine Division Study Plots 
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Map 15: Grant-Quinn Division Study Plots 
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3.4.2.1. Riparian Vegetation 
Riparian vegetation communities are generally characterized as being scattered throughout the 
project area.  Although these communities seem common, only 1 to 4 percent of these diverse 
systems persist in the given geographic area within the Great Basin (Shiflet 1994).  These 
communities comprise some of the most valuable forage and habitat for livestock, fisheries and 
wildlife, as well as playing a critical function in providing abundant and clean water.  These 
include wet meadows, moist meadows, dry meadows, cottonwood, riparian aspen, and willow 
communities.   

The Grant-Quinn and White Pine ranges are generally characterized with deep canyons where the 
riparian community is confined to the creek bottoms and small isolated springs and seeps.  
Riparian grassland and riparian shrub are the dominant riparian vegetative community on these 
ranges.  Cottonwood stands are found at lower elevations.  Riparian communities on the central 
portions of the White Pine Range are typically not confined to deep canyons but rather large areas 
of broad valley bottoms.  Steeper gradient streams surround these broad valleys.  The riparian 
communities within the broad valley bottoms have been primarily impacted by past livestock 
grazing.   

Meadow complexes within the project area are typically associated with streams, seeps, or 
springs.  This analysis will discuss both wet meadows where the water table is closer to the 
surface and dry-to-moist meadows where the soil is dry part of the year and the water table is not 
as close to the surface.  Isolated meadows, springs, and seeps are more common and scattered 
throughout the project area on the east side of the range.   

3.4.2.1.1. Wet Meadow Group  
Wet meadow community types are generally associated with seeps and springs at a groundwater 
depth of 4 to 39 inches (USDA FS 2009, included as appendix A).  They typically have (when in 
functioning condition) deep soft granular soils that are saturated most of the year and support a 
dominance of deep rooted, broad leafed perennial grasses and grass-like species plus a variety of 
forbs with minimal bare ground.   

Meadow types, most likely the first plant communities to experience cattle impacts, have been 
impacted by cattle grazing more than any other vegetation community on the Ely Ranger District.  
Some of the wet meadows within the project area may be smaller now than historically due, in 
part, to early twentieth-century heavy grazing.  Soil compaction and down cutting of stream 
channels have reduced available soil moisture to the extent that it prohibits the growth of wet 
meadow species such as Nebraska sedge (Carex nebrascensis) and reedgrass (Calamagrostis 
canadensis).  Perennial grasses and sedges were replaced by shallow rooted annual and perennial 
grasses, tap rooted forbs, and shrubs such as aster (Symphyotrichum sp.), dandelion (Taraxacum 
officinate), dock (Rumex sp.), California false hellebore (Veratrum californicum), thistle (Circium 
sp.), water hemlock (Cicuta douglasii), western yarrow (Achillea millifolium), and yellow pea 
(Thermopsis montana).   

Manning and Padgett (1995) suggest that management of these communities should allow for re-
growth at the end of the grazing season in order to replenish spring growth.  The typically wet, 
fine-textured soils are susceptible to compaction and hummocking by excessive livestock use, 
particularly if the sod layer is broken and hummocks are present.  Under severe grazing pressure, 
especially when accompanied by a drop in the water table, Nebraska sedge can be replaced by 
species with wider ecological amplitude, such as Baltic rush (Juncus balticus), Kentucky 
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bluegrass (Poa pratensis), and meadow barley (Hordeum brachyantherum) (Manning and Padgett 
1995).   

3.4.2.1.2. Dry to Moist Meadow Group 
Dry-to-moist meadow community types occur within the project area.  In a functioning condition, 
these meadows would be occupied by species such as Douglas sedge (Carex douglasii), Great 
Basin wildrye (Leymus cinereus), oatgrass (Danthonia sp.), Sandberg bluegrass, (Poa secunda), 
slender wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus), and tufted hairgrass (Deschampsia caespitosa).  For 
those dry-to-moist meadows that are in functioning-at-risk condition, there may be a large 
component of Kentucky blue grass.  These areas are often the places where livestock concentrate 
first, because of an increase in the abundance of grasses over the uplands, and because the soils 
are not as wet as in the wet meadows.  Therefore, these areas were some of the most heavily 
impacted during the historically excessive grazing periods. 

Early in the grazing season when water is more abundant, cattle generally stay out of the wet 
meadow areas, congregating in the dry-to-moist meadow vegetation.  Many of the dry-to-moist 
meadows within the project area have experienced a loss of soil moisture resulting in a 
conversion to drier meadow or upland plant species.  The typically clayey or clayey skeletal soils 
are susceptible to compaction when wet.  As sites dry, they are less likely to be compacted under 
light to moderate grazing (Manning and Padgett 1995).  

Early twentieth-century heavy grazing has converted many of these meadows to species such as 
bulbous bluegrass (Poa bulbosa), cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), creeping bentgrass (Agrostis 
stolonifera), foxtail barley (Hordeum jubatum), Kentucky bluegrass, meadow foxtail (Alopecurus 
pratensis), and smooth brome (Bromus inermis).  California false hellebore and mountain 
goldenbanner (Thermopsis montana) are becoming more and more common in dry-to-moist 
meadows.  Both species appear to have increased over the last few years and are not preferred by 
livestock or wildlife.  

3.4.2.1.3. Aspen Group 
On the Ely Ranger District, aspen (Populus tremuloides) communities represent the later seral or 
stable condition and do not have the potential to be replaced by conifer forest.  Aspen stands are 
found from approximately 6,100 feet in elevation along streams to approximately 9,000 feet in 
elevation just below some of the highest peaks on the district.  The dominant aspen stands are 
most common within the Big Creek, Irwin Canyon, and Treasure Hill allotments.  Aspen 
communities have high biodiversity, second only to riparian areas on western ranges (NDOW 
2004a).  These stands are also important for watershed protection and recreational values.   

Aspen communities typically occur along stream banks or areas that have a supply of moisture 
(seeps, snowdrifts, etc.) at lower elevation and form larger, broad patches at higher elevations.  
Snow aspen with stunted and twisted tree growth occur where snow banks remain into early 
summer.  Soils in aspen sites have deep nutrient rich surface layers, a thick mollic layer and are 
well drained.  The high water holding capacity of this community is much higher than 
surrounding sites.  These characteristics allow for a diverse understory of grasses, forbs, and 
shrubs (Shepperd et al. 2006).   

Aspen is continuing to decline throughout the west.  Fire suppression and cattle and other 
ungulate grazing are recognized as players in the species overall decline (Bartos and Campbell 
1998, Kay 1997, Mueggler 1988).  A lack of disturbance such as fire, as well as heavy ungulate 
browsing of young saplings, can reduce quaking aspen regeneration, age-class distribution, and 
understory diversity.   
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Historical grazing has affected the condition of aspen across the West including the Ely Ranger 
District (Mueggler 1988).  Livestock grazing, as well as wild ungulate grazing, can modify the 
understory species composition (Kay and Bartos 2000, Mueggler 1988).  Based on exclosure 
studies, livestock grazing reduced the abundance of native grass and increased the amount of non-
native species and bare soil (Kay and Bartos 2000).  The heavy grazing has altered the species 
creating grazing-induced stages of aspen communities (Mueggler 1988).  Species that are likely 
to increase due to grazing are Kentucky bluegrass, common dandelion, California false hellebore, 
annuals, mule ears (Wyethia helianthoides Nutt.), forget-me-nots (Myosotis), timber milkvetch 
(Astragalus miser), and western yarrow.   

3.4.2.1.4. Cottonwood Group 
Cottonwood (Populus angustifolia and P. balsamfiera ssp. trichocarpa) communities occur 
within the project area along lower elevation streams.  Cottonwood stands vary in size throughout 
the project area.  Cottonwood communities are found within portions of most allotments.  The 
dominant cottonwood stands are most common within the Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, and 
Irwin Canyon allotments.   

When functioning, the following forb species would be present in the understory: wild geranium 
(Geranium maculatum), wild peony (Paeonia brownii), marsh violet (Viola palustris), western 
white clematis (Clematis ligusticifolia), silver lupine (Lupinus albifrons), and wild onion (Allium 
sp.).  Graminoid species include Great Basin wildrye, slender wheatgrass, mountain brome 
(Bromus marginatus), and Sandberg bluegrass.  Species present in undesirable conditions include 
thistle (Circium sp.), dandelion, tansy mustard (Descurainia pinnata), aster, cinquefoil (Potentilla 
recta), smooth brome, Kentucky bluegrass, cheatgrass, and bulbous bluegrass. 

Cottonwood stand regeneration is highly dependent on large disturbances, such as floods and fire.  
After a disturbance event, the new cottonwood saplings are susceptible to livestock grazing.  
Where livestock concentrate in cottonwood stands, the suckers have not been able to grow and 
maintain the reproductive health of the stand. 

Within the project area, regeneration is lacking in a few isolated stands.  Lack of regeneration 
from suckers can be due to livestock and/or deer and elk grazing, alterations of the water flow and 
stream channels, disease, lack of available soil moisture, recreation, fire suppression, and poor 
genetic variability (Manning and Padget 1995, Padget et al. 1989).  It is likely that these factors 
are also affecting cottonwood stands in the project area.  

3.4.2.1.5. Stream Group 
Stream communities are common in all allotments within the project area.  Streams range from 
steep gradient willow dominated streams to lower gradient systems with a mixture of meadows 
and willows.  Several willow species (Salix sp.) occur in the project area within riparian 
communities.  Willows provide habitat and shade to wildlife, streambank stability, and root 
structures that withstand high water flows.  Willow species that occur in the project area include 
Geyer willow (Salix geyeriana), Booth willow (Salix boothii), Pacific willow (Salix lucida ssp. 
lasiandra), yellow willow (Salix lutea), and coyote or narrowleaf willow (Salix exigua).  
Graminoids and forbs would include rooted sedges (Carex spp.), rushes (Juncus spp.), bulrushes 
(Scirpis spp.) and other wetland grasses.  Monkeyflower (Mimulus spp.), cow parsnip (Heracleum 
lanatum), monkshood (Aconitum columbianum), and tall bluebells (Mertensia ciliata) are often 
associated with stream communities. 

As a general observation within the project area, perennial streams, and in particular those that 
are dominated by willows, have shown the best improvement in conditions.  However, several 
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concerns remain.  Past grazing practices have affected willow species, particularly in the low 
gradient streams in the broad valley bottoms due to browsing of new lateral shoot growth and 
young seedlings.  Mature willow species, found in areas where cattle tend to congregate for long 
periods, lack lateral shoots resulting in a mushroom-shaped willow (also referred to as high-
lining).  To a moderate extent, some down cutting has resulted in a species conversion from 
willows to wild rose and big sagebrush within the project area.  Stream condition is also analyzed 
in detail in the Water Quality Specialist Report in the project record. 

3.4.2.2. Upland Vegetation 

3.4.2.2.1. Sagebrush 
The three major sagebrush communities found in the project area are mountain big sagebrush 
(Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana), low sagebrush (Artemisia arbuscula), and to a lesser extent 
Wyoming big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis).  Other sagebrush species, such 
as basin big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata), also exist in the project area.  They 
are often intermixed with the major species or occur in small patches within the major 
communities identified above and have similar impacts and potential risks as the adjacent 
sagebrush types.  These sagebrush communities vary widely and are found throughout the project 
area from 4,500 to 11,800 feet in elevation.  Sagebrush communities in the project area are 
generally a mix of young stands that may be dominated by cheatgrass at the lower elevations, 
because of repeated large fires, while the remaining stands tend to be mature sagebrush.  As 
discussed in the Pinyon-Juniper section below, many of these communities are being invaded by 
pinyon-juniper.   

3.4.2.2.2. Mountain Big Sagebrush Group 
Mountain big sagebrush communities are found within all allotments in the project area, and are 
the most common vegetative community on the Ely Ranger District.  Mountain big sagebrush 
occurs from 6,000 to 10,000 feet in elevation, occupying the upper sagebrush precipitation zone 
of 10 to 25 inches annually.  Soils are moderately deep, well drained, and include a high rock or 
gravel component.  These communities are also found on relatively mesic mountainside slopes 
and drainages, as well as high elevation valley bottoms.   

The graminoid understory is generally composed of basin wildrye, bluebunch wheatgrass, 
Thurber’s needle grass, Sandberg bluegrass, mountain brome, and other associated species.  
Shrubs, which may be present, include snowberry (Symphoricarpos oreophilus), serviceberry 
(Amelanchier sp.), and antelope bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata).  Isolated individuals of curl-leaf 
mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus ledifolius) are also found within this community. 

Mountain big sagebrush stands generally produce forage for livestock and wildlife.  On these 
sites, cheatgrass may increase over time, although not to the extent of drier sagebrush stands.  
Mountain big sagebrush is easily impacted by fire; however, reestablishment is quicker due to the 
abundance of available seed.  Other shrubs (e.g., green rabbitbrush [Ericameria teretifolia] and 
gray horsebrush [Tetradymia canescens]) are quick to sprout after fire and increase with 
reoccurring fire events, forming dense stands.  

Livestock grazing and fire frequency are two factors that have been noted as influencing the 
percent cover of sagebrush, percent bare ground, and understory species composition.  Mountain 
big sagebrush ground is a fire-adapted system.  The lack of fire can lead to an increase in the 
shrub canopy and loss of the understory.  In the project area, the lack of fire has resulted in large 
patches of homogenous stands of mature sagebrush.   
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Heavy grazing can also lead to a loss of the understory and increase in bare ground.  Shrubs, 
including sagebrush, may become more abundant and have an increase in canopy cover with a 
potential loss in ground cover.  As herbaceous cover is decreased through heavy grazing, soil loss 
is accelerated and the changes result in a downward spiral (Pieper and others 1999).   

3.4.2.2.3. Wyoming Big Sagebrush Group 
Wyoming big sagebrush is generally located on the periphery of the project area from 4,500 to 
6,800 feet in elevation with 6 to 13 inches of precipitation (USDA FS 2009, included as appendix 
A).  Wyoming big sagebrush communities are found primarily within portions of the Big Creek 
and Tom Plain Allotments.  This community is limited to lower elevations and/or south facing 
exposures.  Wyoming big sagebrush is the most drought tolerant of the three major big sagebrush 
subspecies (Howard 1999).  

In functioning condition, the understory species in Wyoming big sage communities consist of 
perennial grasses, forbs, and native annuals.  Graminoids that may occur include cool-season 
perennial grasses that are potentially the dominant herbaceous plants in the sagebrush-grass plant 
communities, basin wildrye, Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides), Thurber’s needlegrass 
(Achnatherum thurberianum), needle and thread (Hesperostipa comata), squirreltail (Elymus 
elymoides), and blue bunch wheatgrass (Pseudoroegneria spicata).  Forbs, which may be present, 
include scarlet globemallow (Sphaeralcea coccinea), Hood’s or spiny phlox (Phlox hoodii), 
longleaf phlox (Phlox longifolia), lupine (Lupinus sp.), biscuitroot (Lomatium sp.), Indian 
paintbrush (Castilleja sp.) and other associated forbs.  Associated shrub species may include 
green rabbitbrush and rubber rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa). 

When fires occur in Wyoming big sagebrush sites, with understories primarily consisting of non-
native annuals, such as cheatgrass  and red brome (Bromus rubens), these sites tend to convert to 
annual weedy habitats lacking a sagebrush overstory (Brooks and Pyke 2002).  These sites are 
then more susceptible to frequent fire intervals and are difficult to restore to their previous 
productivity and condition (Brooks et al. 2004).  Adjacent lower elevation lands are currently 
experiencing the conversion to cheatgrass at a much faster pace than higher elevation National 
Forest System lands.  However, the cheatgrass conversion cycle is slowly moving up in elevation 
and is most prominent on the west side of the project area.   

3.4.2.2.4. Black Sagebrush Group 
Black sagebrush (Artemisia nova) occurs in the project area at moderate to high elevations (5,000 
to 10,000 feet).  Black sagebrush communities are found scattered throughout portions of all 
allotments in the project area and generally occur in a mosaic with one of the big sagebrush types. 

A shrub layer of black sagebrush and herbaceous layer of perennial bunchgrasses and forbs 
characterize this community.  The graminoid layer includes Indian ricegrass, various needlegrass 
(Achnatherum sp.), blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis), bluebunch wheatgrass, squirreltail, and 
Sandberg bluegrass.  Herbaceous forb species include Scarlet globemallow, prickly pear cactus, 
Indian paintbrush, wild onion, phlox, vetch (Astragalus sp.) and pussytoes (Antennaria sp.). 

3.4.2.2.5. Low Sagebrush Group 
Low sagebrush occurs in the project area at moderate to high elevations (5,000 to 11,800 feet).  
Low sagebrush communities are found scattered throughout portions of all allotments in the 
project area and generally occur in a mosaic with one of the big sagebrush types. 

A shrub layer of low sagebrush and herbaceous layer of perennial bunchgrasses and forbs 
characterize this community.  The graminoid layer includes bluebunch wheatgrass, squirreltail, 
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and Sandberg bluegrass.  Cheatgrass is common but usually not as abundant as in the Wyoming 
big sagebrush community at lower elevations.  Herbaceous forb species include wild onion, 
phlox, vetch, and pussytoes. 

3.4.2.2.6. Basin Big Sagebrush Group 
The basin big sagebrush community type is highly fragmented and accounts for approximately 1 
percent of the project area.  Basin big sagebrush community types typically inhabit depleted sites 
that have been invaded (Bunting et al. 1987).  However, this community type responds favorably 
to fire if an adequate understory exists and the burn is extensive enough to dissipate use by 
livestock and wildlife (Bunting et al. 1987).  Matrices have not been developed for this sagebrush 
type, but it is likely that the condition of the basin big sagebrush community would be similar to 
the surrounding sagebrush types.   

3.4.2.2.7. Mountain Brush Group 
Several shrub-dominated types have been grouped under mountain brush.  Mountain brush 
dominant shrub species may include antelope bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), serviceberry, wax 
current (Ribes cereum), gooseberry current (Ribes montigenum), snowbrush (Ceanothus 
velutinus), and snowberry.  The mountain brush group occurs between 6,000 to 10,000 feet in 
elevation and receives 12 to 22 inches of precipitation annually, mostly in the form of snow 
(USDA FS 2009, included as appendix A). 

The graminoid understory is generally composed of basin wildrye, bluebunch wheatgrass, slender 
wheatgrass, western needlegrass (Achnatherum occidentale), Letterman’s needlegrass 
(Achnatherum lettermanii), squirreltail, needle and thread, and mountain brome. 

Stands of mountain brush are most common within the allotments on the White Pine Range on 
sites more moist than sagebrush and near or within large aspen stands.  The mountain brush 
community supports a diverse group of plant species; provides important watershed values, cover, 
and protection for wildlife; and provides good forage for many wildlife species. 

3.4.2.2.8. Mountain Mahogany Group 
Curl-leaf mountain mahogany is an evergreen shrub or small tree up to 23 feet tall.  It occurs 
where soils are typically shallow, nutrient-poor rock outcrops and steep slopes, and ridges.  
Mountain mahogany forms small to large patch stands on the drier slopes.  Mountain mahogany 
is intolerant of fire and is a valuable browse plant for game animals within the project area.  
Mountain mahogany is among the most palatable of shrubs to all classes of browsing animals.  
The largest stands are located within Currant Creek, Treasure Hill, and Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon 
allotments. 

This community type includes woodlands and shrublands dominated by mountain mahogany with 
scattered junipers (Juniperus ssp.), aspen, and pines (Pinus) (USDA FS 2009, included as 
appendix A).  Common shrubs include mountain big sagebrush, bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), 
with species of rabbitbrush, currant (Ribes), or snowberry.  The understory is often very sparse 
and dominated by bunch grasses, including bluebunch wheatgrass and Sandberg’s bluegrass. 

Curl-leaf mountain mahogany stands have increased in size and structure in the Ely Westside 
project area.  Most stands are mature with young trees being established on the outer edges of the 
stands.  This expansion of the stands is occurring because of fire suppression allowing the fire 
intolerant mahogany to expand into mountain big sagebrush and mountain brush communities.  
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Stands typically occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and ridges on south and west facing slopes.  The 
majority of the mountain mahogany stands are located on uncapable rangeland (i.e., too steep) 
and are not typically impacted by cattle grazing.  Flatter and lower elevation sites are more 
accessible by livestock.  These areas are commonly used for shading which can cause bare soil 
and increased soil disturbance leading to increased erosion, reduced availability of leader growth, 
and increases in undesirable species such as cheatgrass.  Some isolated small stands may be in 
less than desirable condition when they occur in areas where livestock congregate or where 
recreational activities may affect the health of the stands.   

3.4.2.2.9. Other Shrub Types 
Other shrub types include mixed sagebrush/bitterbrush.  These community types are highly 
fragmented and make up less than 1 percent of the project area.  Areas dominated by mixed 
sagebrush/bitterbrush are found at low to mid elevation.  These stands generally lack a diversity 
of age classes and are dominated by mature and over-mature plants.  In some areas, the 
understory of these stands has an ever-increasing component of cheatgrass.  These areas are at 
risk for fire and ultimately conversion to cheatgrass.  Matrices have not been developed for these 
shrub types, but it is likely that the condition of these shrub types would be similar to the 
surrounding sagebrush types.  Based on district staff observations, these sites are generally 
believed to be in functioning-at-risk condition.  This group is recognized as an important 
component of the landscape.  However, because the condition of these sites is believed to be the 
same across the analysis area, these sites will not be analyzed in detail by allotment below. 

3.4.2.2.10. Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands 
Within the Great Basin, pinyon (Pinus monophylla)-juniper (Juniperus osteosperma) has 
expanded its range greatly since settlement, primarily in the last 100 years (Barney and 
Frischknecht 1974).  It has been suggested by many researchers/managers that one of the causes 
of the pinyon-juniper expansion is the exclusion of fire.  The expansion has been primarily into 
the shrub-grass community types located in lower elevations; however, high elevation shrub-grass 
communities have also been affected by the expansion.  If unmanaged, trees become dominant 
and eventually crowd out herbaceous and shrub species (Barney and Frischknecht 1974).  
Specifically, increasing densities of pinyon-juniper would reduce light, water, and nutrient 
availability, which causes the decline in understory shrub and herbaceous vegetation (Chambers 
et al. 2004, Johnson 2005, Miller et al. 2000, Naillon et al. 1999).   

Pinyon-juniper woodlands are the dominant cover type within the project area.  Pinyon-juniper 
woodlands are identified by phases.  Phases are organized by tree stand cover and understory 
characteristics.  In Phase 1, trees are present on the site, but the shrub and herbaceous layers are 
the dominant influence on ecological processes (hydrologic, nutrient, and energy cycles).  In 
Phase 2, trees are co-dominant with shrub and herbaceous layers.  All three layers influence 
ecological processes.  In Phase 3, trees are the dominant vegetation and the primary layer 
influencing ecological processes (Stebleton and Bunting 2009).   

Phase I, II and III pinyon-juniper is intermingled throughout the project area.  The majority of the 
pinyon-juniper woodlands are identified as mostly Phase I and II; with a smaller portion in Phase 
III (table 26).  Phase I pinyon-juniper is generally located adjacent to the shrub areas.  Phase II is 
characterized by active expansion of pinyon-juniper, moderate to high seed production, active 
tree recruitment, and a nearly intact understory layer (Miller et al. 2000, Miller et al. 2007).  
Phase III is characterized by reduced expansion of pinyon-juniper, low to moderate seed 
production, limited tree recruitment, and a dead/thinning understory (Miller et al. 2000, Miller et 
al. 2007). 
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Table 26:  Distribution of Woodland Phases within the Project Area.  

1  This table represents only the mapped pinyon-juniper cover type.   
The dominance of pinyon-juniper within the project area has decreased the heterogeneity 
(diversity) of the vegetation structure and composition.  Consequently, as the pinyon-juniper 
becomes more dominant the potential for low intensity fires is reduced, which increases the fire 
hazard (Bunting 1987).   

Pinyon-juniper stands represent a large percentage of the total vegetative communities within the 
project area and are found on all allotments.  Phase I stands are generally found invading 
sagebrush communities.  Despite the impact of the pinyon-juniper on these sagebrush 
communities, these Phase I stands produce adequate forage to support livestock and were 
considered in the rangeland capability analysis.  Although these stands were mapped as pinyon-
juniper, it is more appropriate to consider them as part of the sagebrush community they are 
invading.  Because of this relationship with sagebrush communities, the discussion on the effects 
of Phase I pinyon-juniper are grouped with the sagebrush communities.  

In general, Phase II and III stands exhibit low understory production.  They are not believed to 
have been severely impacted by cattle grazing in the recent past due to their locations and 
distance from rangelands that produce substantially more forage.  Minimal impacts from 
livestock shading and bedding have been noted during district staff observations.  While Phase II 
and III pinyon-juniper stands are recognized as an important component of the landscape, they 
will not be analyzed in detail below because of this minimal use by livestock. 

3.4.2.3. Noxious Weeds and Other Non-native Invasive Species  
Noxious weeds are highly invasive plants that generally possess poisonous, toxic, parasitic, 
invasive, and aggressive characteristics.  Noxious weeds are defined by federal or state laws.  The 
presence of noxious weeds signifies an area is at risk from a health and sustainability viewpoint, 
whether or not the landscape is disturbed or pristine (O’Brien et al. 2003).  Noxious weeds are 
highly invasive and have the potential to spread throughout the project area if not managed 
intensely.  Infestations reduce the amount of available forage for wildlife and livestock, and have 
the ability to take over large areas of land, reducing valuable public land resources (Nevada 
DCNR 2008).  Noxious weeds are capable of producing highly viable seeds, which can persist in 
the soil for several decades (D’Antonio and Meyerson 2002). 

Most of the project area is relatively free of noxious and/or invasive weeds with the exception of 
a few isolated infestations.  The HTNF utilizes an integrated pest management program that 
includes early detection, mapping, mechanical, biological, and herbicide treatments.  Weeds 
occurring in small populations across the project area include black henbane (Hyoscyamus niger), 
Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), hoary cress (Cardaria draba), Russian knapweed (Acroptilon 
repens), Scotch thistle (Onorpordum acanthium), spotted knapweed (Centaurea bieberteinii), tall 
whitetop (Lepidium latifolium), musk thistle (Carduus nutans), and yellow spine thistle (Cirsium 
ochrocentrum).  These species typically dominate areas after major disturbances such as fire, 
overgrazing, or heavy recreational use.  Noxious weed seed is easily transported and dispersed by 
livestock, wildlife, recreation, and motor vehicles (USDI BLM 1998, Freilich et al. 2003). 

Phase1 Acres Percent 
Phase I 181,371   45 
Phase II 171,870   43 
Phase III   50,229   12 
Total 403,470 100 
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The Intermountain Regional Forester signed a Noxious Weed Free Hay Order in February 2003.  
Pursuant to 36 CFR 261.50 (a) and (b) CFR 261.58(t), a regional forester may prohibit 
possessing, storing, or transporting any part of a tree or other plant, as specified in the order.  This 
order prohibits the transport and storage of any hay products onto National Forest System lands 
unless the products are certified by the state of Nevada as noxious weed free.  

3.4.2.3.1. Black Henbane 
Small infestations of black henbane occur on the Treasure Hill Allotment (table 27).  Black 
henbane typically is a biennial, but it may complete its life cycle as an annual.  Black henbane is 
spread by seed and toxic to humans and livestock.  

3.4.2.3.2. Canada Thistle 
Canada thistle occurs on the Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Hooper Canyon, Pine 
Creek/Quinn Canyon, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments (table 27).  Like most aggressive 
noxious weeds, Canada thistle has a wide habitat range and is fairly adaptable (Sheley and Petroff 
1999).  Canada thistle is usual found in open areas with moderate of medium moisture conditions 
(Sheley and Petroff 1999).   

3.4.2.3.3. Hoary Cress  
Hoary cress or whitetop is common along many Forest roads within the project area.  Some small 
patches occur in disturbed areas within the project area and on the Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, 
Illipah, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments (table 27). 

3.4.2.3.4. Musk Thistle  
Musk thistle occurs on the Currant Creek, Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon, Tom Plain, and Treasure 
Hill allotments (table 27).  Musk thistle typically is a biennial, but it may complete its life cycle 
as a winter annual or occasionally as an annual (Sheley and Petroff 1999).  Musk thistle depends 
upon seed production for reproduction and spread (Sheley and Petroff 1999).   

3.4.2.3.5. Russian Knapweed  
Russian knapweed or hardheads have been identified on the Big Creek, Blackrock, Cherry Creek, 
Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Hooper Canyon, Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon, and Treasure Hill 
allotments (table 27).  Russian knapweed is an aggressive perennial weed that reproduces from 
seed and vegetatively from a creeping root system (Sheley and Petroff 1999).  Range and weed 
scientists consider it a serious habitat invader because of its aggressive nature and allelopathic 
properties (the suppression of growth of one plant species by another due to the release of toxic 
substances) (Sheley and Petroff 1999).   

3.4.2.3.6. Scotch Thistle  
Scotch thistle is found on the Cherry Creek, Ellison Basin, Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon, and Tom 
Plain allotments (table 27).  The largest infestation occurs on the Cherry Creek Allotment and has 
increased substantially in the burned drainages.  Scotch thistle spreads primarily by seed and 
forms dense stands impermeable to livestock, wildlife, and recreationalists.  Each plant can 
produce thousands of seeds that can remain in the soil for several decades.   
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3.4.2.3.7. Spotted Knapweed  
Spotted knapweed is known to occur on the Currant Creek and Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon 
allotments (table 27).  Spotted knapweed is a perennial that lives up to nine years and is capable 
of producing seeds each year (Sheley and Petroff 1999).  

3.4.2.3.8. Tall Whitetop  
Small infestations of tall whitetop or perennial pepperweed have been identified on the Currant 
Creek, Ellison Basin, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments (table 27).  Tall whitetop is a 
perennial weed that reproduces from seed and from a creeping root system.  

3.4.2.3.9. Other Noxious Weeds 
The following species are not known to occur within the project area; however, there are 
infestations adjacent to the project area, with potential for them to become established.  These 
include rush skeletonweed (Chondrilla juncea), puncturevine (Tribulus terrestris), salt cedar 
(Tamarix spp.) and leafy spurge (Euphobia esula).  District personnel aggressively monitor for 
weed infestations annually.  New infestations would receive the highest priority for treatment. 

Table 27:  Mapped Acres of Noxious Weeds by Allotment. 
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Big Creek 0.00   0.0   0.0 0.0 16.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.0 
Blackrock 0.00   0.0   2.4 0.0   1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 
Cherry Creek 0.00 73.2   0.0 0.0 54.0 167.8 0.0 0.0 295.0 
Currant Creek 0.00   5.8   0.1 1.0   0.4 0.0 0.1 0.2 7.6 
Ellison Basin 0.00   8.7 12.5 0.0   0.2 1.3 0.0 0.1 22.8 
Hooper Canyon 0.00 138.8   0.0 0.0   1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 139.8 
Illipah 0.00   0.0 16.5 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.5 
Irwin Canyon 0.00   0.0   0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Pine Creek/ 
Quinn Canyon 0.00 175.2   0.0 0.1 64.8 0.1 5.7 0.0 245.9 

Tom Plain 0.00   5.4 11.4 1.1  0.0 0.3 0.0 2.1 20.4 
Treasure Hill 1.44   4.5 15.8 0.3 11.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 33.8 
Troy Mountain 0.00   0.0   0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

3.4.2.3.10. Cheatgrass 
The impacts of cheatgrass have been widely documented.  Chambers and others (2007) citing 
several authors conclude that the magnitude of the invasion and effects on native ecosystems 
makes this possibly the most significant plant invasion in North America.  Chambers and others 
(2007) also discuss the various adaptive characteristics that make this annual plant so successful, 
including prolific seed production, rapid root growth at low temperatures, high nutrient uptake 
rates, and, most significantly, a ready adaptation to frequent fire. 

Pellant and Hall (1994) estimated that, in 1992, cheatgrass within the Great Basin dominated 3 
million acres, with another 14 million acres heavily infested and 60 million acres considered at 
risk for potential domination.  With the significant fires in northern Nevada and southern Idaho in 
2005, 2006, and 2007, the areas of cheatgrass dominance have expanded. 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

122   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

Cheatgrass invasion is primarily limited by temperatures at upper elevations followed by 
available water (Chambers et al. 2007).  Below 6,700 feet elevation, there is a greater risk of 
invasion of cheatgrass and conversion of sagebrush to annual grassland after fire.   

The spread of cheatgrass is often presumed to have been exacerbated by heavy cattle grazing in 
the late 1800s and early 1900s.  Cheatgrass will also infest ungrazed sites.  Kindschy (1994) 
reports that cheatgrass is a component in isolated kipukas (islands) of ungrazed native vegetation 
surrounded by extensive lava flows in southeastern Oregon.  Tausch and others (1994) reported 
cheatgrass on an ungrazed island in Pyramid Lake, Nevada.  Both studies noted significant 
expansion and increase in density of invasive annual grasses including cheatgrass on their study 
sites in the 1980s and early 1990s.  

3.4.2.4. Existing Condition By Allotment 
The rangeland conditions in the Ely Westside Rangeland Project area were determined by a 
variety of studies, inventory methods, monitoring protocols, and scorecards.  Studies that 
determined the condition and health of project area were collected in the field by many different 
types of data collection methods such as line intercept, point-intercept, ocular analysis, nested 
frequency, repeat photo points, GAWS, Parker 3-steps, and R1/R4 streambank greenline.  Review 
of all available data sources, site visits, and professional expertise and knowledge was used to 
determine the condition of each pasture based on the attributes listed in the Central Nevada 
Riparian Guide (USDA FS 1996), Sagebrush-Grass Community Model (USDA FS 1987), and the 
Matrices (appendix A).  Summaries of these studies are presented for the allotments.   

3.4.2.4.1. Big Creek Allotment  
The Big Creek Allotment is located within the Big Creek, Cherry Creek, Deep Creek, Hooper 
Creek, Pine Creek, Sawmill Canyon, Upper Cottonwood Creek, Water Canyon, and Willow 
Creek watersheds.  The vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include 
mountain big sagebrush, Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, mountain 
brush, mountain mahogany, aspen/cottonwood, and riparian meadow/shrubland. 

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.  This allotment has been vacant since 1990. 

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk. 
Aspen/cottonwood communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Woody riparian/stream systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
Noxious weeds are limited to small isolated patches, 16 acres total. 

RIPARIAN   

Meadows 

Seeps, springs, and meadow complexes within the Big Creek Allotment are limited (152 acres, 
table 25).  Meadows adjacent to streams provide important habitat for wildlife species.  Based on 
their observations of this allotment, district staff believe these systems are being impacted by a 
low water table resulting from multiple years of drought and active pinyon-juniper encroachment.  
Conifer encroachment may be a result of past fire suppression and effects from historic grazing 
practices occurring in the 1800s.  In addition, these vegetation communities experience moderate, 
yearlong utilization by estray cattle.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 
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Aspen/Cottonwood 

Aspen and cottonwood stands (174 acres, table 25) represent less than 1 percent of the total 
vegetative communities of the allotment.  Most stands are located on higher elevation mountain 
slopes and receive limited grazing.  Based on district staff observations, 5 to 30 percent of the 
canopy cover is from tree species that are indicative of management problems.  These species 
include singleleaf pinyon and Utah juniper.  Conifer encroachment may be a result of past fire 
suppression and effects from historic grazing practices occurring in the 1800s.  In general, these 
sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Stream Group 

Within the Big Creek Allotment, streams are dominated by woody riparian species.  In 2006, one 
MIM study was completed along Cottonwood Creek (table 29).  The study found the site to be in 
functioning-at-risk condition. 

Information collected at the Big Creek Designated Monitoring Area (DMA) 041709-02-003 
indicated the area is in early seral ecological status.  Dominant species within the site are creeping 
bentgrass and Nebraska sedge; however, woody species such as willow and cottonwood make up 
a moderate portion of the species composition.  The wetland rating for this site is good at 62 
percent; however, woody regeneration and hydric herbaceous cover (plants associated with 
wetland conditions and permanent water sources) do not meet desired criteria.   

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Sagebrush communities comprise the second largest acreages of any vegetation class managed on 
the Big Creek Allotment (5,147 acres, table 25).  The dominant sagebrush is Wyoming big 
sagebrush (3,513 acres), mountain big sagebrush (1,053 acres), low sage (543 acres), and basin 
big sagebrush (21 acres).  An additional 10,358 acres of sagebrush are being invaded by pinyon-
juniper (Phase I). 

Site data on this allotment was collected from 2006 to 2009 (table 28).  Four inventory sites were 
located in various sagebrush systems.  Two of these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition, and 
two are in non-functioning condition.  These condition determinations were based on issues with 
species composition (low levels of desirable species, presence of undesirable species), soil issues 
(high levels of pavement), and pinyon-juniper encroachment. 

Mountain Brush 

This community includes mountain brush, snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, and other 
associated species.  These communities have high species diversity and occur throughout the 
allotment (808 acres, table 25).  Based on district staff observations, these sites are generally 
healthy communities in functioning condition.   

Mountain Mahogany 

These stands represent 4 percent of the total vegetative communities (1,557 acres, table 25) of the 
allotment.  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and ridges.  They are not 
believed to have been noticeably impacted by livestock grazing.  Based on district staff 
observations, these sites are generally functioning.   

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weed infestations are limited on the Big Creek Allotment (16 acres, table 27).  Noxious 
weeds known to currently occur on the Big Creek Allotment include Russian knapweed.  Noxious 
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weed infestations on the Big Creek Allotment are located in small isolated pockets and generally 
do not appear to be increasing in size.  Recent treatments that appear to be effective have focused 
on controlling and reducing the spread of this species.   

Table 28:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Big Creek Allotment. 

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 
348-001 8/8/2006 Dry Canyon Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
348-002 8/9/2006 Big Creek Canyon Mountain Big Sagebrush Non-Functioning 
349-003 8/11/2009 Willow Creek Wyoming Big Sagebrush Non-Functioning 
352-002 8/8/2006 Water Canyon 002 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
352-003 8/8/2006 Water Canyon 001 Pinyon-Juniper Woodland Functioning-at-Risk 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.  
 
Table 29:  MIM Data for the Big Creek Allotment. 

Study Name1 Date Ecological 
Status Wetland Rating % Bank 

Alteration % Stable Bank 

Big Creek 10/18/2006 Early Good 5% 100% 
1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.   

3.4.2.4.2. Blackrock Allotment  
The Blackrock Allotment is located within the Blackrock Canyon, Broom Canyon, Bull 
Creek/White River Pass Canyon, Freeland Canyon, Kern Creek, and Sixmile Wash Watersheds. 

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, black sagebrush, basin big sage, mountain brush, 
mountain mahogany, cottonwood, and riparian meadow/shrubland.   

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.  Nonuse for resource benefit has been implemented for several 
years in anticipation of restoring rangeland health. 

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Cottonwood communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Woody riparian/stream systems are functioning-at-risk. 
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
Noxious weeds are limited to small isolated patches, 4 acres total. 

RIPARIAN   

Meadows 

Within the Blackrock Allotment, meadow systems are limited (35 acres, table 25) and heavily 
impacted by wild horses.  Site data on this allotment was collected between 2003 and 2009 (table 
30).  Inventory sites were placed on both wet and dry-to-moist meadow types.  These sites are in 
functioning-at-risk condition due to soil problems (compaction, bare ground exceeding 5 percent, 
and hummocks) and undesirable species (for example, common dandelion, common yarrow, and 
Kentucky bluegrass). 
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Cottonwood 

Cottonwood stands represent less than 1 percent of the total vegetative communities (4 acres, 
table 25) of the allotment.  Based on district staff observations, the absolute canopy cover of 
cottonwood accounts for 10 to 20 percent of the canopy cover.  These sites exhibit less than 5 
percent regeneration of cottonwood saplings or suckers; thus, stands are comprised of mostly old 
growth.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Stream Group 

Stream systems within the Blackrock Allotment are extremely limited.  Based on district staff 
observations, these systems are being impacted by a low water table resulting from multiple years 
of drought.  Vegetation composition and/or removal of desirable species along streambanks is 
apparent.  In addition, when water is present these vegetation communities experience heavy 
utilization by wild horses.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Blackrock Allotment, this community comprises the second largest vegetation type 
(14,074 acres, table 25).  This vegetation community includes Wyoming big sagebrush (7,072 
acres), low sage (3,524 acres), mountain big sagebrush (3,010 acres), basin big sagebrush (457 
acres), and black sagebrush (11 acres).  An additional 21,007 acres of sagebrush are being 
invaded by pinyon-juniper (Phase I). 

Inventory sites were placed in black sagebrush and mountain big sagebrush types.  Site data for 
these community types were collected during 2006 and 2008 (table 25).  In general, these sites are 
in functioning-at-risk condition due to undesirable species composition (cheatgrass, halogeton, 
and mustard) and/or the amount of bare ground exceeding 5 percent.  Yearlong grazing by wild 
horses outside of designated wild horse territories and pinyon-juniper encroachment may be 
contributing to the distressed ecological conditions in this allotment. 

Mountain Brush 

On higher elevation mountain slopes within the allotment, mountain brush communities are 
dominated by snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, and other associated species.  These 
communities have high species diversity and occur throughout the allotment (2,854 acres, table 
25).  Based on district staffs observations, these sites are generally healthy communities and 
determined to be functioning.   

Mountain Mahogany 

Mountain mahogany stands represent 4 percent of the total vegetative communities (2,820 acres, 
table 25).  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and ridges.  They are not 
believed to have been noticeably impacted by cattle grazing in the recent past due to their 
locations.  Based on district staff observations, these sites were generally in functioning condition 
and relatively stable.   
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Table 30:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Blackrock Allotment. 

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 
23019 8/11/2003 Corduroy Basin Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 

315-001 7/13/2006 Mustang Spring Black Sagebrush Non-Functioning 
315-002 7/11/2006 Freeland Canyon Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
316-002 3/20/2008 Freeland Spring Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
316-005 8/05/2009 Blackrock Willow Spring Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
327-001 7/13/2006 Sawmill Spring Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
327-002 7/12/2006 White River Pass Canyon Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
336-001 7/30/2009 Silver Spring Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.   
NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weed infestations are limited on the Blackrock Allotment (4 acres, 22).  Noxious weeds 
known to currently occur on the allotment include hoary cress and Russian knapweed.  Noxious 
weed infestations are located in small isolated pockets and generally do not appear to be 
increasing in size.  Hoary cress is found along many roadsides and may be expanding along these 
roads.  Recent treatments appear to be effective and have focused on controlling and reducing the 
spread of this species.   

3.4.2.4.3. Cherry Creek Allotment  
The Cherry Creek Allotment is located within the Bruno Creek, Cherry Creek, Hooper Creek, 
Little Meadow Creek, Pine Creek, Scofield Wash, and Spring Creek watersheds. 

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, black sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, mountain brush, 
mountain mahogany, cottonwood, and riparian meadow/shrubland. 

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.   

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Cottonwood communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Woody riparian/stream systems are functioning-at-risk. 
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
Noxious weeds make up a total of 295 acres. 

RIPARIAN   

Meadow 

Seeps and springs are limited within this allotment (89 acres, table 25).  The primary concern for 
this vegetation community is near the headwater along the Little Cherry Creek drainage.  Site 
data on this allotment was collected in 2004 (table 31).  The inventory site was placed in a dry-to-
moist meadow type.  This site was determined to be in non-functioning condition due to 
undesirable species (Kentucky bluegrass, common dandelion, common yarrow, and Wood’s rose 
[Rosa woodsii]), the amount of bare ground exceeding 5 percent, and/or compaction from 
unregulated grazing by estray cattle.   
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Cottonwood 

Cottonwood stands represent less than 1 percent (10 acres, table 25) of the total vegetative 
communities of the allotment.  A large percent of stands are located on higher elevation mountain 
slopes and receive limited grazing by permitted livestock.  Based on district staff observations, 30 
to 50 percent of cottonwood stands are infected with disease.  In addition, 5 to 40 percent of the 
area is affected by roads and campsites; primarily the Cherry Creek Trailhead/ Concentrated Use 
Area.  Recreation affects these stands by creating ground compaction and increasing the amount 
of present bare ground.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Stream Group 

Stream systems within the Cherry Creek Allotment are limited.  Site data for this community type 
was collected during 2006 (table 32).  In general, key desired species (creeping bentgrass, 
Nebraska sedge, and Baltic rush) are present, but woody regeneration, hydric herbaceous cover, 
and the amount of bare ground do not meet the desired criteria.   

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Cherry Creek Allotment, this community makes up the second largest vegetation type 
(3,602 acres or 9 percent of the allotment, table 25).  The dominant sagebrush is Wyoming big 
sagebrush (3,105 acres), mountain big sagebrush (111 acres), low sage (179 acres), and basin big 
sagebrush (30 acres).  An additional 17,895 acres of sagebrush are being invaded by pinyon-
juniper (Phase I).  Inventory sites were located in black and mountain big sagebrush systems.  In 
general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to issues with pinyon-juniper 
encroachment, species composition (presence of cheatgrass and yellow rabbitbrush), and/or the 
amount of bare ground exceeding five percent. 

Mountain Brush 

This community includes snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, and other associated species.  
These communities are generally located on higher elevation mountain slopes and have high 
species diversity (110 acres or less than 1 percent, table 25).  Based on district staff observations, 
these sites are generally healthy communities and functioning.   

Mountain Mahogany 

Mountain mahogany stands represent 1 percent of the total vegetative communities (531 acres, 
table 25).  These stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and ridges.  They are not believed to 
have been noticeably impacted by cattle grazing in the recent past due to their locations.  Based 
on district staff observations, these sites are generally functioning. 

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weed infestations are limited on the Cherry Creek Allotment (295 acres, table 27).  
Noxious weeds known to occur on the allotment include Scotch thistle, Russian knapweed, and 
Canada thistle.  Scotch thistle has increased substantially in the burned drainages.  Noxious weed 
treatments appear to be effective at controlling and minimizing infestations on this allotment.  
However, the rugged nature of this allotment and large acreages of wilderness have resulted in 
limited inventories for noxious weeds. 
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Table 31:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Cherry Creek Allotment. 

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 

24028 5/11/2004 Little Cherry Creek Dry to Moist Non-Functioning 
350-004 8/2/2006 North of Uhalde Ranch Pinyon-Juniper Woodland Functioning-at-Risk 
350-005 8/3/2006 Bruno Spring Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
350-006 8/2/2006 Cherry Creek 001 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
354-001 7/27/2006 Black Spring Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.  
 
Table 32:  MIM Data for the Cherry Creek Allotment.   

Study Name1 Date Ecological 
Status Wetland Rating 

% Bank 
Alteration 

% Stable 
Bank 

Cherry Creek 11/1/2006 PNC2 Good 9% 93% 
1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.   
2  Potential Natural Community 

3.4.2.4.4. Currant Creek Allotment 
The Currant Creek Allotment is located within the Blackrock Canyon, Broom Canyon, Bull 
Creek/ White River Pass Canyon, Cottonwood Creek, Currant Creek, Government Well Wash, 
Headwaters of White River, Horse Wash, Upper Ellison Creek, and White River/ Cove 
watersheds.   

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, mountain brush, mountain 
mahogany, cottonwood, and riparian meadow/shrubland.   

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.   

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Cottonwood communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Woody riparian/stream systems are functioning-at-risk. 
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
Noxious weeds are limited to small isolated patches, 8 acres total. 

RIPARIAN   

Meadow 

Seeps, springs, and meadow complexes (212 acres, table 25) are primarily located in the 
headwaters of each of the drainages within the Currant Creek Allotment.  Meadows adjacent to 
streams are common in this allotment and provide important habitat for wildlife species, such as 
sage grouse.   

These vegetative communities were severely impacted by historical grazing practices on this 
allotment.  These areas are important communities that can be challenging to manage under a 
livestock grazing program.  Site data on this allotment was collected between 2002 and 2009 
(table 33).  Inventory sites were placed on both wet and dry-to-moist meadow types.  These sites 
are in functioning-at-risk condition due to undesirable species (Kentucky bluegrass, Rocky 
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Mountain iris, common yarrow, slender cinquefoil, Sandberg bluegrass, common dandelion, and 
Wood’s rose) and/or soil problems (compaction and the amount of bare ground exceeding five 
percent).   

Cottonwood 

Cottonwood stands represent 1 percent of the total vegetative communities (53 acres, table 22).  
Based on district staff observations, 5 to 40 percent of stands are affected by roads and some 
campsites.  Recreation affects these stands by creating ground compaction and increasing the 
amount of bare ground.  However, many of the disperse campsites are showing signs of natural 
revegetation.  Shrub species indicative of management problems (such as Wood’s rose) account 
for more than 5 percent of the canopy cover.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk 
condition. 

Stream Group 

Stream systems within the Currant Creek Allotment are extremely limited.  These vegetative 
communities were severely impacted by historical grazing practices during the 1800s.  Based on 
district staff observations, these systems are being impacted by a low water table resulting from 
multiple years of drought.  Vegetation composition and/or removal of desirable species along 
streambanks are apparent.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition.  

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Currant Creek Allotment, these communities make up the second largest vegetation 
type (8,271 acres, table 25).  This vegetation community includes Wyoming big sagebrush, low 
sagebrush, mountain big sagebrush, and basin big sagebrush.  An additional 16,357 acres of 
sagebrush are being invaded by pinyon-juniper (Phase I).  Inventory sites were placed in the 
mountain big sagebrush type.  Site data for this community type was collected in 2006 (table 33).  
In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to undesirable species composition 
(presence of cheatgrass, yellow rabbitbrush, and rubber rabbitbrush) and/or the amount of bare 
ground exceeding five percent. 

Mountain Brush 

This community includes snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, and other associated species.  
These communities are located on higher elevation mountain slopes and have high species 
diversity (2,247 acres, table 25).  Based on district staff observations, these sites are generally 
healthy communities in functioning condition. 

Mountain Mahogany  

Mountain mahogany stands represent 4 percent of the total vegetative communities of the 
allotment (2,194 acres, table 25).  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes 
and ridges.  They are not believed to have been noticeably impacted by cattle grazing in the 
recent past due to their locations.  Based on district staff observations, these sites are in 
functioning condition. 

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weed infestations are limited on the Currant Creek Allotment (8 acres, table 27).  
Noxious weeds known to currently occur on the Currant Creek Allotment include Canada thistle, 
hoary cress, musk thistle, spotted knapweed, tall whitetop, and Russian knapweed.  Noxious weed 
treatments appear to be effective at controlling and minimizing infestations on this allotment.  
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However, the rugged nature of this allotment and large acreages of wilderness have resulted in 
limited inventories for noxious weeds.   

Table 33:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Currant Creek Allotment. 

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 
22999 7/18/2002 Currant Creek Wet Meadow Non-Functioning 

328-003 8/3/2009 Saddle Spring Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
328-004 8/4/2009 Currant Creek Meadow Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
329-001 6/28/2006 Currant Creek 005 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
337-001 6/19/2006 Horse Range 003 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
337-002 6/20/2006 Horse Range 004 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
337-005 6/28/2006 Currant Creek 004 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
337-006 7/29/2009 Currant Creek Meadow 337005 Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.   

3.4.2.4.5. Ellison Basin Allotment  
The Ellison Basin Allotment is located entirely within the Blackrock Canyon, Cottonwood Creek, 
Currant Creek, Freeland Canyon, Headwaters White River, Lower Ellison Creek, Sixmile Wash, 
Upper Ellison Creek, and White River/ Cove watersheds. 

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, mountain brush, mountain 
mahogany, cottonwood, and riparian meadow/shrubland.  

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.   

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Cottonwood communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Woody riparian/stream systems are functioning-at-risk. 
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
Noxious weeds are limited to small isolated patches, 23 acres total. 

RIPARIAN   

Meadows 

Seeps, springs, and meadow complexes are limited within this allotment (56 acres, table 25).  
Meadows are commonly located along Ellison Creek and portions of Copper Creek and provide 
important habitat for wildlife species such as sage grouse.  Meadows are important communities 
that can be challenging to manage under a livestock grazing program.  These vegetative 
communities were severely impacted by historical grazing practices during the 1800s.   

Site data on this allotment was collected between 2002 and 2009 (table 34).  Inventory sites were 
placed on both wet and dry-to-moist meadow types.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-
risk condition due to undesirable species (rubber rabbitbrush, Kentucky bluegrass, Rocky 
Mountain iris, common dandelion, common yarrow, and western mountain aster), compaction, 
and/or the amount of amount of headcutting present.   
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Cottonwood 

Cottonwood stands represent less than 1 percent (102 acres, table 25) of the total vegetative 
communities of the allotment.  These stands are generally found along heavily wooded streams 
protected by willow and rose.  The majority of these stands are located in a designated Resource 
Management Area with limited grazing.  Based on district staff observations, 30 to 50 percent of 
stands are infected with disease and 5 to 40 percent of stands are affected by roads and campsites.  
Recreation affects these stands by creating ground compaction and increasing the amount of bare 
ground.  Shrub species indicative of management problems account for more than 5 to 30 percent 
of the canopy cover; primarily consisting of Wood’s rose.  In addition, these sites exhibit less 
than 5 percent regeneration of cottonwood saplings or suckers; thus, stands are comprised of 
mostly old growth.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Stream Group 

Stream systems within the Ellison Basin Allotment are limited.  Cattle grazing has historically 
and may continue to impact vegetation conditions.  Site data for this community type was 
collected during 2006 (table 35).  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to 
species composition (Kentucky bluegrass and Baltic rush) and head-cutting. 

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Ellison Basin Allotment, these communities make up the second largest vegetation 
type of the allotment (8,406 acres or 15 percent, table 25).  This vegetation group includes 
communities dominated by mountain big sagebrush (6,301 acres), Wyoming big sagebrush (1,656 
acres), low sage (298 acres), and basin big sagebrush (91 acres).  An additional 26,059 acres of 
sagebrush are being invaded by pinyon-juniper (Phase I).  Site data was collected from five 
inventory sites located in mountain big sagebrush systems between 2006 and 2009.  In general, 
these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to undesirable species composition (cheatgrass, 
yellow rabbitbrush, and greasewood) and/or the amount of bare ground exceeding five percent. 

Mountain brush 

Mountain brush communities represent 3 percent (1,709 acres, table 25) of the total vegetative 
communities of the allotment.  This community includes snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, 
and other associated species.  These communities are located on higher elevation mountain slopes 
and have high species diversity.  Based on district staff observations, these sites are generally 
healthy communities and functioning.   

Mountain Mahogany 

Mountain mahogany stands represent 1 percent (613 acres, table 25) of the total vegetative 
communities of the allotment.  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and 
ridges.  They are not believed to have been noticeably impacted by cattle grazing in the recent 
past due to their locations.  Due to the lack of fire, mountain mahogany stands are expanding and 
have encroached on other vegetation communities including sagebrush and mountain brush.  
Most mountain mahogany stands on the allotment are characterized by a core of mature trees 
surrounded by a band of young trees expanding into other vegetative communities.  Based on 
district staff observations, these sites are functioning. 

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weed infestations are limited on the Ellison Basin Allotment (23 acres, table 27).  
Noxious weeds known to currently occur on the allotment include Canada thistle, Scotch thistle, 
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tall whitetop, hoary cress, and Russian knapweed.  Noxious weed infestations on the allotment 
are located in small isolated pockets and generally do not appear to be increasing in size.  
Noxious weed treatments appear to be effective at controlling and minimizing infestations on this 
allotment. 

Table 34:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Ellison Basin Allotment. 

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 
22996 7/17/2002 Copper Creek 1 Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
22998 7/17/2002 Copper Creek 2 Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
26083 6/7/2006 Ellison Pasture Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 

316-001 7/6/2006 Corduroy Basin Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning 
328-002 7/22/2009 Deer Springs Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
329-002 6/28/2006 White River 001 Mountain Big Sagebrush Non-Functioning 
329-003 8/4/2009 White River Upland Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
337-003 6/13/2006 North of Hidden Springs 002 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
337-004 6/13/2006 Secret Springs 001 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices. 
 
Table 35:  MIM Data for the Ellison Basin Allotment. 

Study Name1 Date Ecological 
Status Wetland Rating % Bank 

Alteration % Stable Bank 

Copper Creek 10/15/2006 Late Good 5% 73% 
Ellison 10/16/2006 PNC2 Very Good 28% 84% 
White River 10/15/2006 Mid Good 40% 84% 
1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.   
2  Potential Natural Community 

3.4.2.4.6. Hooper Canyon Allotment  
The Hooper Canyon Allotment is located within the Big Creek, Hooper Creek, Little Meadow 
Creek, Ox Spring Wash, and Troy Creek Willow Creek watersheds.   

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, mountain brush, mountain 
mahogany, aspen/cottonwood, and riparian meadow/shrubland. 

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.  This allotment has been vacant since 1990. 

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Aspen/cottonwood communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Woody riparian/stream systems are non-functioning. 
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
Noxious weeds make up a total of 140 acres. 

RIPARIAN   

Meadows 

Seeps, springs, and meadow complexes are limited within this allotment (55 acres, table 25).  
Meadows adjacent to streams are common and provide important habitat for wildlife species such 
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as sage grouse.  These vegetative communities were severely impacted by historical grazing 
practices on this allotment during the 1800s.  Multiple years of rest and changes in management 
during the early 1990s allowed these areas to recover.  Site data on this allotment was collected 
between 2005 and 2009 (table 33).  Inventory sites were placed on both wet and dry-to-moist 
meadow types.  These sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to undesirable species (white 
bentgrass, common dandelion, Kentucky bluegrass, few flower spike rush, tall annual 
willowherb, common yarrow, and yellow rabbitbrush), the amount of bare ground exceeding five 
percent, and/or compaction, which may be the result of year long grazing by estray cattle.   

Aspen/Cottonwood 

Aspen/cottonwood stands represent less than 1 percent (13 acres, table 25) of the total vegetative 
communities of the allotment.  Based on district staff observations, 5 to 20 percent of stands are 
infected with disease and less than 5 percent of stands are affected by roads and/or campsite 
disturbance.  Tree species indicative of management problems account for 15 to 40 percent of the 
canopy cover; species include singleleaf pinyon and Utah juniper.  Conifer encroachment may be 
a result of past fire suppression and effects from historic grazing practices occurring in the 1800s.  
In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Stream Group 

Stream systems within the Hooper Canyon Allotment are limited.  Site data for this community 
type was collected during 2006 (table 37).  In general, these sites are in non-functioning condition 
due to species composition and yearlong grazing from estray cattle.  Little Cherry Creek 
Designated Monitoring Area (DMA) 041709-03-008 determined ecological status as mid seral.  
Dominant species within the site are Nebraska sedge and Kentucky bluegrass.  The bank stability 
is 79 percent and site wetland rating is 69 percent indicating functionality; however, bank 
alteration is 87 percent and woody regeneration does not meet desired criteria.   

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Hooper Canyon Allotment, these communities make up the second largest vegetation 
type (3,124 acres or 10 percent, table 25) of the allotment.  This vegetation community includes 
Wyoming big sagebrush (2,191 acres), mountain big sagebrush (525 acres), low sage (250 acres), 
and basin big sagebrush (151 acres).  An additional 8,509 acres of sagebrush are being invaded by 
pinyon-juniper (Phase I).  Three inventory sites were located in various sagebrush systems 
between 2006 and 2009.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to 
undesirable species composition, pinyon-juniper encroachment, and/or the amount of bare ground 
exceeding 5 percent. 

Mountain Brush 

This community includes snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, and other associated species.  
These communities are located on higher elevation mountain slopes, have high species diversity, 
and occur throughout the allotment (550 acres or 2 percent, table 25).  Based on district staff 
observations, these sites are generally healthy communities in functioning condition.   

Mountain Mahogany 

These stands represent 5 percent (1,585 acres, table 25) of the total vegetative communities of the 
allotment.  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and ridges.  They are not 
believed to have been noticeably impacted by livestock grazing.  Due to the lack of fire, mountain 
mahogany stands are expanding and have encroached on other vegetation communities including 
sagebrush and mountain brush.  Most mountain mahogany stands on the allotment are 
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characterized by a core of mature trees surrounded by a band of young trees expanding into other 
vegetative communities.  Based on district staff observations, these sites are generally 
functioning.   

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weed infestations occur on the Hooper Canyon Allotment (140 acres, table 27).  Noxious 
weeds known to currently occur on the allotment include Russian knapweed and Canada thistle.  
In general, invasive and noxious weed infestations are located in small isolated pockets, 
predominantly along roadways.  Recent treatments have focused on controlling and reducing the 
spread of this species.  Noxious weed treatments appear to be effective at controlling and 
minimizing infestations on this allotment.  However, the rugged nature of this allotment and large 
acreages of wilderness have resulted in limited inventories for noxious weeds. 

Table 36:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Hooper Canyon Allotment. 

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 
25057 7/12/2005 Little Meadows Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 

346-002 8/14/2009 Little Meadow Creek Meadow Wet Meadow Functioning 
346-003 8/14/2009 Little Meadow Upland Low Sagebrush Non-Functioning 
349-001 8/02/2006 Little Cherry Creek Canyon Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
350-001 8/09/2006 Cherry Creek Summit 003 Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
350-002 8/09/2006 Cherry Creek Summit 002 Pinyon-Juniper Woodland Functioning-at-Risk 
350-003 7/31/2006 Cherry Creek Summit 001 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices. 
 
Table 37:  MIM Data for the Hooper Canyon Allotment. 

Study Name1 Date Ecological 
Status Wetland Rating % Bank 

Alteration % Stable Bank 

Cherry Creek 11/1/2006 Mid Good 87% 79% 
1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.   

3.4.2.4.7. Illipah Allotment  
The Illipah Allotment is located within the Cathedral Canyon, Circle Wash, Jakes Valley, 
McEllen Canyon, Sixmile Wash, and Waldy Pond watersheds.  Streams in the Illipah Allotment 
are generally characterized as being low gradient streams scattered throughout the narrow valley 
bottoms.   

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, black sagebrush, mountain brush, mountain mahogany, 
aspen/cottonwood, and riparian meadow/shrubland. 

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.   

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Aspen/cottonwood communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Woody riparian/stream systems are functioning. 
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
Noxious weeds are limited to small isolated patches total 16 acres. 
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RIPARIAN   

Meadows 

Seeps, springs, and meadow complexes (121 acres, table 25) are primarily located in the 
headwaters of Cottonwood Creek.  Meadows adjacent to streams are common in this allotment 
and provide important habitat for wildlife species, such as sage grouse.  These areas are important 
communities that can be challenging to manage under a livestock grazing program.  These 
vegetative communities were severely impacted by historical grazing practices on this allotment 
during the 1800s.  Site data on this allotment was collected between 2002 and 2006 (table 38).  
Inventory sites were placed on both wet and dry-to-moist meadow types.  These sites are in 
functioning-at-risk condition due to undesirable species (such as, Kentucky bluegrass, cheatgrass, 
and rubber rabbitbrush), the amount of bare ground exceeding five percent, pinyon-juniper 
encroachment, and/or compaction from yearlong wild horse use.   

Aspen/Cottonwood 

Aspen/cottonwood stands represent less than 1 percent (1 acre, table 25) of the total vegetative 
communities of the allotment.  Based on district staff observations, aspen stands are more 
prevalent than what was depicted by the RSAC mapping.  Within these stands, 5 to 40 percent are 
affected by roads and/or campsite disturbance.  Shrub species indicative of management problems 
account for more than 5 to 30 percent of the canopy cover; primarily Wood’s rose.  In addition, 
these sites exhibit less than 5 percent regeneration of saplings or suckers; thus, stands are 
comprised of mostly old growth.  These vegetation communities experience heavy, yearlong 
utilization by wild horses and elk.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Stream Group 

Within the Illipah Allotment, streams are dominated by woody riparian species (willow and rose).  
Site data for this community type was collected in 2006.  The study found the site to be 
functioning. 

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Illipah Allotment, these communities make up the second largest vegetation type 
(12,720 acres or 28 percent, table 25) of the allotment.  This vegetation community includes 
mountain big sagebrush (6,502 acres), Wyoming big sagebrush (5,083 acres), low sage (353 
acres), basin big sagebrush (285 acres), and black sagebrush (265 acres).  An additional 10,987 
acres of sagebrush are being invaded by pinyon-juniper (Phase I).  In 2006, four inventory sites 
were located in various sagebrush systems.  These sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to 
undesirable species composition, pinyon-juniper encroachment, and/or the amount of bare ground 
exceeding five percent. 

Mountain brush 

On higher elevation mountain slopes, mountain brush communities are dominated by snowberry, 
currant, chokecherry, rose, and other associated species.  These communities have high species 
diversity and occur throughout the allotment (6,059 acres or 14 percent, table 25).  Based on 
district staff observations, these sites are generally healthy communities and functioning.   
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Mountain Mahogany 

Mountain mahogany stands represent 1 percent (631 acres, table 25), of the total vegetative 
communities of the allotment.  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and 
ridges.  They are not believed to have been noticeably impacted by cattle grazing in the recent 
past due to their locations.  Based on district staff observations, these sites are in functioning 
condition and relatively stable. 

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weed infestations are limited on the Illipah Allotment (17 acres, table 27).  Hoary cress 
is found along many roadsides and may be expanding along these roads.  Noxious weed 
treatments appear to be effective at controlling and minimizing infestations on this allotment.  
However, the rugged nature of this allotment and large acreages of wilderness have resulted in 
limited inventories for noxious weeds. 

Table 38:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Illipah Allotment.   

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 
23009 8/14/2002 Above Applegarth Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
23010 8/13/2002 Aspen Springs Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
23011 8/13/2002 Aspen Springs Exclosure Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 

297-001 6/27/2006 Illipah 003 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
297-002 6/27/2006 Poison Spring 004 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
298-001 7/10/2006 Moorman Ranch 001 Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
306-001 6/21/2006 Aspen Springs 002 Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
306-002 6/21/2006 Chicken Spring 001 Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
307-001 7/10/2006 Moorman Ranch 002 Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices. 
 
Table 39:  MIM Data for the Illipah Allotment.   

Study Name1 Date Ecological 
Status Wetland Rating % Bank 

Alteration 
% Stable 

Bank 
Cottonwood Creek 10/16/2006 PNC Good 30% 95% 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the 
Matrices.   

3.4.2.4.8. Irwin Canyon Allotment  
The Irwin Canyon Allotment is located within the Grant Canyon, Irwin Canyon, Little Meadow 
Creek, Scofield Wash, Troy Creek, Upper Big Spring Wash, and Upper Sherwood Wash 
watersheds. 

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, mountain brush, mountain 
mahogany, aspen/cottonwood, and riparian meadow/shrubland.  

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.  This allotment has been vacant since 1996. 

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Aspen/cottonwood communities are functioning-at-risk.  
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Woody riparian/stream systems are functioning. 
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
No noxious weeds are known to occur. 

RIPARIAN   

Meadows 

Seeps, springs, and meadow complexes are limited within this allotment (122 acres, table 25).  
These vegetative communities were severely impacted by historical grazing practices on this 
allotment during the 1800s and current trespass cattle.  Based on district staff observations, these 
communities are in functioning-at-risk condition due to undesirable species and/or the amount of 
bare ground exceeding 5 percent.   

Aspen/Cottonwood 

Aspen/cottonwood stands represent less than 1 percent (122 acres, table 25) of the total vegetative 
communities of the allotment.  Aspen communities are located on higher elevation mountain 
slopes and receive limited grazing.  Based on district staff observations, 5 to 40 percent of 
cottonwood stands are affected by historic mining disturbance near old townsites.  The absolute 
canopy cover of cottonwood is lacking and most sites exhibit less than 5 percent regeneration of 
saplings or suckers; thus, stands are comprised of mostly old growth.  In general, these sites are in 
functioning-at-risk condition. 

Stream Group 

Stream systems within the Irwin Allotment are extremely limited.  Based on district staff 
observations, historic mining efforts have impacted vegetation composition and/or removal of 
desirable species near designated townsites.  However, below the townsites, the stream systems 
are protected by willow and rose.  In general, these sites are functioning. 

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Irwin Canyon Allotment, these communities make up the second largest vegetation 
type (4,920 acres, table 25) of the allotment.  This vegetation community includes Wyoming big 
sagebrush (4,273 acres), low sage (418 acres), mountain big sagebrush (173 acres), and basin big 
sagebrush (25 acres).  An additional 4,929 acres of sagebrush are being invaded by pinyon-
juniper (Phase I).  Site data on this allotment was collected in 2006 (table 40).  Inventory sites 
were located in mountain big sage and black sagebrush type systems.  In general, these sites are 
in functioning-at-risk condition due to undesirable species composition (cheatgrass) and the 
amount of bare ground exceeding 5 percent. 

Mountain Brush 

This community includes snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, and other associated species.  
These communities are located on higher elevation mountain slopes, have high species diversity, 
and occur throughout the allotment (773 acres or 4 percent, table 25).  Based on district staff 
observations, these sites are generally healthy communities in functioning condition.   

Mountain Mahogany 

These stands represent 10 percent (1,987 acres, table 22) of the total vegetative communities of 
the allotment.  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and ridges.  They are 
not believed to have been noticeably impacted by livestock grazing.  Due to the lack of fire, 
mountain mahogany stands are expanding and have encroached on other vegetation communities, 
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including sagebrush and mountain brush.  Most mountain mahogany stands on the allotment are 
characterized by a core of mature trees surrounded by a band of young trees expanding into other 
vegetative communities.  Based on district staff observations, these sites are generally 
functioning.   

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

There are no known noxious weed infestations on the Irwin Canyon Allotment.  

Table 40:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Irwin Canyon Allotment.   

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 
344-001 8/10/2006 Irwin Canyon 001 Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
346-001 8/7/2006 Troy Mountain Big Sagebrush Non-Functioning 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.   

3.4.2.4.9. Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon Allotment  
The Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon Allotment is located within the Barton Creek, Big Creek, Cherry 
Creek, Davis Creek, Deep Creek, Lower Cottonwood Creek, Pine Creek, Quinn Canyon, Sand 
Spring, Sawmill Canyon, Shadow Well, Upper Cottonwood Creek, and Water Canyon 
watersheds. 

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, black sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, mountain brush, 
mountain mahogany, aspen/cottonwood, and riparian meadow/shrubland. 

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.   

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Aspen/cottonwood communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Woody riparian/stream systems are non-functioning. 
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
Noxious weeds make up a total of about 246 acres. 

RIPARIAN   

Meadows 

Seeps, springs, and meadow complexes are limited on the Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon Allotment 
(301 acres, table 22).  These vegetative communities were severely impacted by historical grazing 
practices on this allotment during the 1800s.  The yearlong presence of estray cattle has been a 
problem on this allotment.  Site data on this allotment was collected between 2005 and 2006 
(table 41).  Inventory sites were placed on both wet and dry-to-moist meadow types.  In general, 
these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to hydrologic concerns, undesirable species 
composition (few flower spike rush, common dandelion, Kentucky bluegrass, bull thistle), and/or 
the amount of bare ground exceeding 5 percent. 

Aspen/Cottonwood 

Aspen/cottonwood stands represent less than 1 percent of the total vegetative communities (43 
acres, table 25) of the allotment.  Based on district staff observations, 30 to 50 percent of stands 
are infected with disease and less than 5 percent are affected by roads and/or campsite 
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disturbance.  Shrub and tree species indicative of management problems account for 5 to 30 
percent of the canopy cover; species include singleleaf pinyon, Utah juniper, and Wood’s rose.  
Conifer encroachment may be a result of past fire suppression and effects from historic grazing 
practices occurring in the 1800s.  As a result the canopy cover of aspen/cottonwood is lacking.  In 
general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Stream Group 

Stream systems within the Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon Allotment are limited.  Site data for this 
community type was collected during 2004 (table 41).  In general, these sites are in non-
functioning condition due to species composition (yellow rabbitbrush, common dandelion, and 
cheatgrass).  Yearlong grazing by estray livestock may be contributing to the presence of these 
undesirable species. 

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon Allotment, these communities make up the second largest 
vegetation type (6,941 acres or 12 percent, table 25) of the allotment.  This vegetation community 
includes Wyoming big sagebrush (3,924 acres), low sage (1,394 acres), mountain big sagebrush 
(1,247 acres), and basin big sagebrush (311 acres).  An additional 17,397 acres of sagebrush are 
being invaded by pinyon-juniper (Phase I).  Site data for these community types were collected 
during 2006 and 2009.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to 
undesirable species composition (cheatgrass and yellow rabbitbrush), pinyon-juniper 
encroachment, and/or the amount of bare ground exceeding 5 percent. 

Mountain Brush 

This community includes snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, and other associated species.  
These communities are located on higher elevation mountain slopes and have high species 
diversity (938 acres or 2 percent, table 25).  Based on district staff observations, these sites are 
generally healthy communities in functioning condition.   

Mountain Mahogany 

These stands represent 6 percent (3,819 acres, table 25) of the total vegetative communities of the 
allotment.  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and ridges.  They are not 
believed to have been noticeably impacted by livestock grazing.  Due to the lack of fire, mountain 
mahogany stands are expanding and have encroached on other vegetation communities including 
sagebrush and mountain brush.  Most mountain mahogany stands on the allotment are 
characterized by a core of mature trees surrounded by a band of young trees expanding into other 
vegetative communities.  Based on district staff observations, these sites are generally 
functioning.   

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weeds known to currently occur on the Pine Creek/Quinn Creek Allotment (246 acres, 
table 27) include Canada thistle, musk thistle, spotted knapweed, Scotch thistle, and Russian 
knapweed.  Noxious weed infestations on the allotment are located in small isolated pockets and 
generally do not appear to be increasing in size.  Noxious weed treatments appear to be effective 
at controlling and minimizing infestations on this allotment. 
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Table 41:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon Allotment.   

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 

24029 5/12/2004 Pine Creek Stream Non-Functioning 
25050 6/7/2005 Gredette Meadow #1 Dry to Moist Meadow Non-Functioning 
25051 6/7/2005 Gredette Meadow #2 Wet Meadow Non-Functioning 
25056 7/12/2005 Burnt Spring Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 

349-002 7/26/2006 Gredette Meadow Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
352-001 7/26/2006 Quinn Canyon Burn Low Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
353-001 7/25/2006 Barton Creek Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
353-002 7/25/2006 South Fork Mountain Big Sagebrush Non-Functioning 
353-003 7/27/2006 South Fork 2 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
353-004 8/13/2009 South Fork 353003 Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
353-005 7/25/2006 North Fork Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
353-006 7/25/2006 Cedar Spring Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
355-001 7/26/2006 Quinn Canyon Basin Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.   

3.4.2.4.10. Tom Plain Allotment  
The Tom Plain Allotment is located within the Blackjack Springs, Circle Wash, Freeland Canyon, 
Jakes Valley, Lower Ellison Creek, Sixmile Wash, and Upper Ellison Creek watersheds. 

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, black sagebrush, mountain brush, 
mountain mahogany, cottonwood, and riparian meadow/shrubland.  

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.   

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Cottonwood communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Woody riparian/stream systems are functioning-at-risk. 
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
Noxious weeds are limited to small isolated patches and total 20 acres.  
 

RIPARIAN 

Meadows 

Seeps, springs, and meadow complexes are limited (108 acres, table 25) and primarily located in 
the headwaters of each of the drainages within the Tom Plain Allotment.  These vegetative 
communities were severely impacted by historical grazing practices on this allotment during the 
1800s.  Site data on this allotment was collected between 2006 and 2009 (table 42).  Inventory 
sites were placed on dry-to-moist meadow types.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk 
condition due to undesirable species composition (slender cinquefoil, common yarrow, common 
dandelion, Kentucky bluegrass, Rocky Mountain iris) and/or the amount of bare ground 
exceeding 5 percent. 
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Cottonwood 

Cottonwood stands represent less than 1 percent (13 acres, table 25) of the total vegetative 
communities on the allotment.  Based on district staff observations, 5 to 40 percent of stands are 
affected by roads and campsites.  Recreation affects these stands by creating ground compaction 
and increasing the amount of bare ground.  Shrub species indicative of management problems 
account for more than 5 to 30 percent of the canopy cover; primarily consisting of Wood’s rose.  
In addition, these sites exhibit moderate, yearlong use by wild horses and elk.  In general, these 
sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Stream 

Stream systems within the Tom Plain Allotment are limited.  Site data for this community type 
was collected during 2006 (table 43).  The data collected at the Ellison Creek Designated 
Monitoring Area (DMA) 041709-10-003 determined the ecological status as being at potential 
natural community.  Dominant species within the site are Nebraska sedge and Kentucky 
bluegrass.  The wetland rating for this site is very good at 90 percent; however, bank alteration is 
44 percent and bank stability is 36 percent falling below the desired criteria.   

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Tom Plain Allotment, these communities make up the second largest vegetation type 
(11,148 acres or 21 percent, table 25) of the allotment.  This vegetation community includes 
mountain big sagebrush (8,949 acres), Wyoming big sagebrush (1,459 acres), low sage (467 
acres), and basin big sagebrush (253 acres).  An additional 6,945 acres of sagebrush are being 
invaded by pinyon-juniper (Phase I).  Site data for this community type were collected during 
2006 and 2009 (table 42).  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to 
undesirable species composition (yellow rabbitbrush) and/or the amount of bare ground 
exceeding 5 percent. 

Mountain Brush 

This community includes snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, and other associated species.  
These communities are located on higher elevation mountain slopes, have high species diversity, 
and occur throughout the allotment (4,723 acres or 9 percent, table 25).  Based on district staff 
observations, these sites are generally healthy communities in functioning condition.   

Mountain Mahogany  

These stands represent 2 percent of the total vegetative communities (1,868 acres, table 25) of the 
allotment.  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and ridges.  They are not 
believed to have been noticeably impacted by livestock grazing.  Due to the lack of fire, mountain 
mahogany stands are expanding and have encroached on other vegetation communities including 
sagebrush and mountain brush.  Most mountain mahogany stands on the allotment are 
characterized by a core of mature trees surrounded by a band of young trees expanding into other 
vegetative communities.  Based on district staff observations, these sites are in functioning 
condition. 

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weed infestations are limited on the Tom Plain Allotment (20 acres, table 27).  Noxious 
weeds known to currently occur on the allotment include Canada thistle, hoary cress, tall 
whitetop, musk thistle, and Scotch thistle.  Noxious weed infestations on the Tom Plain 
Allotment are located in small isolated pockets and generally do not appear to be increasing in 
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size.  Hoary cress is found along many roadsides and may be expanding along these roads.  
Noxious weed treatments appear to be effective at controlling and minimizing infestations on this 
allotment.  However, the rugged nature of this allotment and large acreages of wilderness have 
resulted in limited inventories for noxious weeds. 

Table 42:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Tom Plain Allotment.   

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 
306-003 6/26/2006 Ephsum Spring 002 Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
307-002 7/16/2009 Tom Plain Butte Spring Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
316-003 6/21/2006 Sage Hen Spring Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
316-004 7/13/2009 Tom Plain Big Spring Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
317-001 6/30/2009 Ellison Meadows Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
317-002 7/13/2009 Mustang Spring 317002 Wyoming Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices. 
 
Table 43:  MIM Data for the Tom Plain Allotment.   

Study Name1 Date Ecological 
Status Wetland Rating % Bank Alteration % Stable Bank 

Ellison Creek 10/14/2006 PNC Very Good 44% 36% 
1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.   

3.4.2.5.11. Treasure Hill Allotment  
The Treasure Hill Allotment is located within the Bull Creek/Green Springs Wash, Cathedral 
Canyon, Freeland Canyon, McEllen Canyon, Seligman Canyon, and Sixmile Wash watersheds. 

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, black sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, mountain brush, 
mountain mahogany, aspen, and riparian meadow/shrubland.  

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.   

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Aspen communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Woody riparian/stream systems are functioning-at-risk. 
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
Noxious weeds are limited to small isolated patches and total 33 acres. 

RIPARIAN   

Meadows 

Seeps and springs are limited within this allotment (56 acres, table 25).  These vegetative 
communities were severely impacted by historical grazing practices during the 1800s.  Site data 
on this allotment was collected between 2002 and 2009 (table 44).  Inventory sites were placed on 
wet and dry-to-moist meadow types.  These sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to 
pinyon-juniper encroachment, undesirable species (such as, common dandelion, common yarrow, 
crossflower, Kentucky bluegrass, and Douglas knotwood), the amount of bare ground exceeding 
5 percent, and/or compaction from yearlong wild horse use.   
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Aspen 

Aspen stands represent 1 percent of the total vegetative communities (64 acres, table 25) of the 
allotment.  Based on district staff observations, 5 to 40 percent of stands are affected by mining 
and/or minimal campsite disturbance.  Tree species indicative of management problems account 
for 15 to 40 percent of the canopy cover; species include white fir (Abies concolor) and limber 
pine (Pinus flexilis).  Conifer encroachment may be a result of past fire suppression; as a result, 
these sites exhibit less than 5 percent regeneration of saplings or suckers and show an undesirable 
understory vegetation composition.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Stream Group 

Stream systems within the Treasure Hill Allotment are extremely limited.  Based on district staff 
observations, these systems are being impacted by a low water table resulting from multiple years 
of drought, historic mining, and disturbance by roads and past fire occurring in 2007.  Vegetation 
composition is primarily comprised of undesirable species; such as cheatgrass and bare ground is 
apparent along streambanks.  In addition, when water is present these vegetation communities 
experience heavy, yearlong utilization by wild horses.  In general, these sites are in functioning-
at-risk condition.  

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Treasure Hill Allotment, these communities make up the second largest vegetation 
type (14,243 acres or 22 percent, table 25) of the allotment.  This vegetation community includes 
mountain big sagebrush (9,219 acres), Wyoming big sagebrush (3,356 acres), low sage (1,119 
acres), black sagebrush (294 acres), and basin big sagebrush (168 acres).  An additional 19,571 
acres of sagebrush are being invaded by pinyon-juniper (Phase I).  Six inventory sites were 
located in various sagebrush systems.  Lower water tables may be reducing the relative cover of 
desired forbs.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to pinyon-juniper 
encroachment, undesirable species composition (yellow rabbitbrush), and/or the amount of bare 
ground exceeding five percent. 

Mountain Brush 

The mountain brush community is dominated by snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, and other 
associated species.  These communities are located on higher elevation mountain slopes and have 
high species diversity and occur throughout the allotment (5,323 acres or 8 percent, table 25).  
Based on district staff observations, these sites are generally healthy communities in functioning 
condition.   

Mountain Mahogany 

These stands represent 5 percent of the total vegetative communities (3,049 acres, table 25) of the 
allotment.  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and ridges.  They are not 
believed to have been noticeably impacted by livestock grazing.  Due to the lack of fire, mountain 
mahogany stands are expanding and have encroached on other vegetation communities including 
sagebrush and mountain brush.  Most mountain mahogany stands on the allotment are 
characterized by a core of mature trees surrounded by a band of young trees expanding into other 
vegetative communities.  Based on district staff observations, these sites are generally in 
functioning condition.   
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NOXIOUS WEEDS 

Noxious weed infestations are limited on the Treasure Hill Allotment (33 acres, table 27).  
Noxious weeds known to currently occur on the allotment include Canada thistle, hoary cress, 
musk thistle, black henbane, tall whitetop, and Russian knapweed.  Noxious weed infestations on 
the allotment are located in small isolated pockets and generally do not appear to be increasing in 
size.  Hoary cress is found along many roadsides and may be expanding along these roads.  
Noxious weed treatments appear to be effective at controlling and minimizing infestations on this 
allotment.  However, the rugged nature of this allotment and large acreages of wilderness have 
resulted in limited inventories for noxious weeds.   

Table 44:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Treasure Hill Allotment.   

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 
23006 8/14/2002 Six Mile Creek Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
23007 8/15/2002 Mokomoke Meadows Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
23008 8/15/2002 Hamilton Springs Dry to Moist Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 

296-001 7/18/2006 Truckee Canyon Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
296-002 7/18/2006 Seligan Mine Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
297-003 7/18/2006 California Spring Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
305-001 7/17/2006 Shermantown 001 Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
305-002 7/17/2006 Shermantown 002 Basin Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
305-003 7/20/2009 Lampson Spring Mountain Big Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
306-004 7/28/2009 Sixmile Wash/Spring Wet Meadow Functioning-at-Risk 
306-005 8/6/2009 Cathedral Canyon Burn Pinyon-Juniper Woodland Functioning-at-Risk 

1  Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by the Matrices.   

3.4.2.4.12. Troy Mountain Allotment  
The Troy Mountain Allotment is located within the Upper Big Spring Wash, Upper Sherwood 
Wash, Little Meadow Creek, Troy Creek, Irwin Canyon, Grant Canyon, Scofield Wash, and 
Spring Creek watersheds.   

Vegetative communities being analyzed within this allotment include mountain big sagebrush, 
Wyoming big sagebrush, low sagebrush, black sagebrush, mountain brush, mountain mahogany, 
aspen, and riparian meadows/shrubland.  

Summary of Current Vegetation Conditions/Trends  
The condition for each dominant vegetation type across the allotment was determined based on 
review of all available data sources, site visits, and district personnel’s professional observations 
and knowledge of the project area.  In 1988, this allotment was closed by the Forest Supervisor 
due to poor water distribution, grazing capacity, and various other reasons.  Since the closure, 
wildfires have gone through portions of the allotment and water sources for wildlife benefit have 
been installed and maintained.  In 2004, a temporary grazing permit was authorized for fewer 
cattle and a shorter duration than the original permit.  A temporary grazing permit has been 
authorized annually since 2004. 

Meadow systems are functioning-at-risk.   
Aspen communities are functioning-at-risk.  
Upland vegetation communities are functioning-at-risk.   
No noxious weeds are known to occur. 
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RIPARIAN   

Meadows 

Seeps, springs, and meadow complexes are limited on the Troy Mountain Allotment (54 acres, 
table 25).  These vegetative communities were severely impacted by historical grazing practices 
on this allotment during the 1800s.  Site data on this allotment was collected in 2005 (table 45).  
Inventory sites were placed on dry-to-moist meadow types.  In general, these sites are in 
functioning-at-risk condition due to undesirable species (such as, common dandelion, Kentucky 
bluegrass, yellow rabbitbrush, cheatgrass, and Utah juniper), the amount of bare ground 
exceeding 5 percent, compaction due to yearlong wild horse use, and pinyon-juniper 
encroachment.   

Aspen 

Aspen stands represent less than 1 percent of the total vegetative communities (0.01 acre, table 
25) of the allotment.  Most of these communities are located on higher elevation mountain slopes 
and receive limited grazing.  However, based on district staff observations, these sites are being 
actively encroached by white fir.  Conifer encroachment may be a result of past fire suppression 
and effects from historic grazing practices occurring in the 1800s.  In general, these sites are in 
functioning-at-risk condition.  

UPLANDS 

Sagebrush 

Within the Troy Mountain Allotment, these sagebrush communities make up the second largest 
vegetation type (10,335 acres, table 25).  This vegetation community includes Wyoming big 
sagebrush, low sagebrush, mountain big sagebrush, and black sagebrush.  An additional 7,205 
acres of sagebrush are being invaded by pinyon-juniper (Phase I).  Site data for these community 
types were collected during 2006 and 2009 (table 45).  Inventory sites were placed in black 
sagebrush types.  In general, these sites are in functioning-at-risk condition due to pinyon-juniper 
encroachment, undesirable species composition (yellow rabbitbrush and Russian thistle), and/or 
the amount of bare ground exceeding 5 percent. 

Mountain Brush 

This community includes snowberry, currant, chokecherry, rose, and other associated species.  
These communities are located on higher elevation mountain slopes and have high species 
diversity and occur throughout the allotment (724 acres or 2 percent, table 25).  Based on district 
staff observations, these sites are generally healthy communities and in functioning condition.   

Mountain Mahogany 

These stands represent 3 percent (974 acres, table 25) of the total vegetative communities of the 
allotment.  Mountain mahogany stands occur on steep, rocky hill slopes and ridges.  They are not 
believed to have been noticeably impacted by livestock grazing.  Due to the lack of fire, mountain 
mahogany stands are expanding and have encroached on other vegetation communities including 
sagebrush and mountain brush.  Most mountain mahogany stands on the allotment are 
characterized by a core of mature trees surrounded by a band of young trees expanding into other 
vegetative communities.  Based on district staff observations, these sites are generally 
functioning.   

NOXIOUS WEEDS 

There are no known noxious weed infestations on the Troy Mountain Allotment.  
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Table 45:  Vegetation Monitoring Data for the Troy Mountain Allotment.   
Data collected for the development of ecological scorecards and analyzed with criteria set up by 
the Matrices.   

Plot Code1 Date Plot Name Community Type Conditions 
25055 6/28/2005 Teaspoon Springs Dry to Moist Meadow Non-Functioning 
25058 7/13/2005 Scofield Springs Dry to Moist Meadows Functioning-at-Risk 

347-001 8/4/2006 North of Horse Spring Black Sagebrush Non-Functioning 
347-002 8/10/2006 North of Scofield Wash Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 
347-003 8/12/2009 Scofield Canyon Burn Black Sagebrush Functioning-at-Risk 

 

3.4.3. Desired Condition 
The Humboldt National Forest Plan provides the following direction for management of 
rangeland vegetation: 

• Range conditions will continue to improve from the present 63 percent in satisfactory 
ecological condition to at least 80 percent (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 10). 

The Forest has developed scorecards (appendix A), referred to as the Matrices, that define 
specific standards for vegetation condition.  For each vegetation community, the Matrices include 
measurable attributes for vegetation.  The attributes related to vegetation included in the 
functioning condition category are the desired conditions for vegetation for the project area.  

3.4.4. Environmental Consequences  
Overview of Impacts of Livestock Grazing on Vegetation 
In concert with other disturbance agents such as fire, disease, insects, and other native herbivores, 
livestock grazing has affected the vegetative condition of the Ely Ranger District in a number of 
ways.  Numerous authors have acknowledged the reality of excessive livestock grazing west wide 
during the last half of the 19th century and the first third of the 20th century (Miller et al. 1999).  
This section summarizes the trends in various vegetation types since that era and the possible 
impacts of grazing under various management regimes in the future.   

Multi-cellular terrestrial plant species have developed mechanisms to resist and compensate the 
impacts of herbivores and pathogens (see, for example, the extensive reviews on the subject 
edited by Fritz and Simms, 1992).  Obviously grazing by livestock presents such a challenge to 
plants.  Since the level of livestock use is presumably controllable by humans to a greater degree 
than other disturbances, a fundamental issue in the Forest’s management of grazing is the level of 
livestock use plants can tolerate without affecting the sustainability of the vegetative community. 

A number of research studies have addressed this issue both directly and indirectly.  An early 
laboratory study by Crider (1955) demonstrated the impacts of clipping grass at various 
utilization levels on subsequent root growth.  Dietz (1989) and others have popularized this work 
and summarized the data on reduction of root growth.  When 10 to 40 percent of grass leaf 
volume is removed, there is no change in root growth.  When 50 percent of grass leaf volume is 
removed, there is a 2 to 4 percent reduction in root growth.  As use approaches 60 percent 
removal, there is a 50 percent reduction in root growth.  When grazing utilization reaches 70 
percent of grass leaf volume, there is a 78 percent root growth reduction, and grazing 80 to 90 
percent of grass leaf volume resulted in virtual elimination of root growth (Dietz 1989).  
Presumably over time reduced root growth would affect the plant’s competitive advantages 
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compared to less impacted plant species.  Data such as these have been incorporated into various 
rules of thumb for grazing system management such as the advice to “take half, leave half.”   

As numerous researchers have demonstrated, the response of plants to grazing defoliation is 
considerably more complex than a simple correlation between defoliation and root growth and 
depends on factors such as the ability of species to redirect available carbon for shoot and root 
growth as well as the number of above ground growing points (Richards and Caldwell 1985).  
Briske and Richards (1999) reviewed the many factors involved in the physiological response of 
individual plants to grazing including the role of carbohydrate reserves, impact on tiller (stem at 
the base of grass plants) formation, effects on auxin (hormone that is key factor to plant growth) 
formation and apical dominance (center stem of plant grows more strongly), and photosynthetic 
capacity.  Their work builds on earlier reviews of the subject by Jameson (1963) and Ellison 
(1960).   

While much of the scientific work on plant response mechanisms has focused on potentially 
detrimental impacts of grazing, experimental work has also explored the tolerance and resistance 
mechanisms of plants.  Of particular interest is the observation that some plant species may 
respond favorably to some levels of defoliation.  Briske and Richards (1999), Heady (1999), and 
others have reviewed the experimental work on the “grazing optimization hypothesis” which 
holds that primary production (the production of plant biomass through photosynthesis) of at least 
some plants increases with an increasing intensity of grazing to an optimal level and then 
decreases with greater intensity.  Experimental work on this subject has demonstrated the effect 
on some grass species such as crested wheatgrass, herbaceous species such as scarlet gilia 
(Ipomopsis aggregata), and the defoliation tolerant shrub, bitterbrush, present in much of the 
Intermountain West. 

McNaughton (1983) has reported a variety of studies on the subject of compensatory mechanisms 
including possible optimization responses of grasses and other plant species to grazing.  He 
outlines three general response categories: plants that are detrimentally impacted by even low 
levels of grazing, plants that are not detrimentally impacted until defoliation reaches a certain 
point, and plants that can be stimulated until a certain level of defoliation is reached.  Since much 
of McNaughton’s work was done in highly productive rangelands, the applicability of this work 
to arid and semi-arid ecosystems has been questioned.  It is worth noting, for example, that 
bluebunch wheatgrass, a desirable native grass in northern Nevada, is much more susceptible to 
herbivory than crested wheatgrass, an introduced grass species (as reported in Pieper (1999)).  

In his review of the issue, Pieper (1999) notes that central to the grazing optimization theory is 
the idea of the co-evolution of grass plants and herbivores.  He lists of number of researchers 
pursuing these theories.  Heady (1999) noted, however, that most of the work on optimization has 
been done in laboratory container studies and the importance of this effect relative to other 
influences (such as the competitive advantage of ungrazed plants) has yet to be fully explored in 
field testing.  

Others scientists remain skeptical of the basic concept of compensatory mechanisms.  In her 
critical review of these concepts, Belsky (1986) reports that the preponderance of the studies of 
grazing impacts show a decrease in above-ground production in response to grazing and that 
many of the characteristics of grasses such as low nutritional value, high silicate concentrations, 
sharp awns, and vegetative reproduction in some species indicate an antagonistic rather than a 
mutualistic relationships with grazers.  Belsky (1986) does not, however, entirely discount a role 
for grazers in grassland ecosystems: 

Since grazers and browsers help create and maintain an open canopy, they are 
essential components of many grassland ecosystems, which are greatly altered 
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when the animals are removed.  Indisputably, grasses have coevolved with grazers 
and have adapted to being grazed. 

As indicated above, laboratory studies can only account for part of the impacts of large herbivores 
such as livestock.  Livestock can also affect plant communities by direct trampling of plants, by 
compacting soil and reducing water infiltration to soils, by changing the chemical composition 
and nutrient cycling of soil, by affecting the competitive advantage of ungrazed plants, and other 
mechanisms.  Fleischner (1994), Noss (1994), Belsky and Blumenthal (1997), and Belsky and 
others (1999) catalogue various possible effects of livestock grazing.  These and other authors 
draw the basic conclusion that “native ecosystems pay a steep price for the presence of livestock” 
(Fleischner 1994).  

A review of the scientific literature on grazing impacts to vegetation indicates wide and varied 
conclusions are provided on the issue of sustainability of the rangeland vegetative resource when 
managed for livestock grazing.  One difficulty is that much of the literature has focused on the 
detrimental impacts of heavy or excessive grazing.  As Miller and others (1999) have noted:  
“There is little argument that poor grazing practices were and in some areas still are, a primary 
cause of redirecting or accelerating succession towards less desirable new steady states.”  They 
continue: 

“Evaluating the impacts of light to moderate grazing by domestic herbivores is 
even more difficult than with heavy grazing because of (1) a more subtle 
influence on ecosystem processes than heavy grazing, and (2) limited long term 
research comparing various light to moderate grazing strategies with no grazing 
on both poor and good condition rangelands.  How then can we address the 
questions: (1) What are the implications of light to moderate grazing on plant 
composition and ecosystem processes and functions? and (2) Is light to 
moderate grazing by domestic herbivores compatible with ecosystem processes 
in the Intermountain Sagebrush Region?  The best documented long term 
evidence indicating that light to moderate livestock use can be compatible with 
sagebrush ecosystems is from communities where plant species composition 
remained unchanged from adjacent ungrazed sites in good ecological condition 
or where native perennial grasses, forbs and palatable shrubs have reestablished 
under good grazing management.  It appears that if plant communities have not 
crossed a threshold into another steady state that a return to good ecological 
condition can occur both under protection or light to moderate grazing by 
domestic herbivores.  If a community has entered a new steady state, removal of 
livestock will most often not return this ecosystem to near pristine condition.” 

Several recent studies appear to support the conclusions reached by Miller and others (1999).  
Manier and Hobbs (2006 and 2007) report two studies that examined the impacts of grazing over 
longer time frames.  Their studies compared areas that excluded both livestock and large native 
herbivore or livestock alone with areas that had been grazed by wild and domestic herbivores.  
The grazing exclosures had been maintained for 40 to 50 years and were located in semi-arid 
shrub lands.  In general, shrub cover was greater and frequency and cover of forbs was less in the 
ungrazed areas.  However, in the 2006 report, the authors found no significant effects of 
protection from grazing on cover or frequency of grasses or bare soil.   

In their 2007 report, the authors found a decrease in bare soil and an increase in shrub cover in the 
ungrazed plots.  The ungrazed plots also had a decrease in plant species richness and plant species 
diversity compared to grazed plots (as measured by the Shannon-Weiner index).  Likewise, 
aboveground net primary production was significantly higher in the grazed treatments than in 
ungrazed areas, a factor the authors attribute to the decrease in shrub cover.  
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The scientific literature supports a conclusion that livestock grazing can deliver a variety of 
effects on the vegetative systems.  Some of these effects can be negative, and depending on 
degree, some effects can be beneficial to other features of the ecosystem.  As Miller and others 
(1999) and other researchers have shown and argued, there seem to be critical differences 
between the effects of heavy grazing and moderate or light grazing.  Effects from grazing are also 
influenced by intensity of use, season of use, duration and frequency of use, and site 
characteristics (Miller et al. 1999). 

Of critical importance is defining the degree of use that would qualify as light or moderate.  
Holechek and others (2004) provide a comprehensive review of the issue.  They begin by 
defining heavy grazing as a “degree of herbage utilization that does not permit desirable forage to 
maintain themselves.”  Moderate grazing is defined as “a degree of herbage utilization that allows 
the palatable species to maintain themselves but usually does not permit them to improve in 
herbage producing ability.”  They conclude that this level would allow a range in good or 
excellent condition to maintain its condition.  They define light grazing as a level “that allows 
palatable species to maximize their herbage-producing ability.”   

Based on their review of at least 25 stocking rate studies Holechek and others (2004) conclude 
that heavy grazing averaged 57 percent use of primary forage species compared to 43 percent use 
for moderate and 32 percent for light grazing.  In his earlier review of the literature, Jameson 
(1963) reached a similar conclusion that utilization rates of 40 to 50 percent were sustainable, 
based in part on Crider’s studies on root growth.  Pieper (1999) likewise summarized that 
conservative livestock grazing at these levels appears to be sustainable over the long term. 

The impacts of proposed and current grazing alternatives as well as the no-grazing alternative are 
discussed for the Ely Westside Rangeland Project area for the various vegetative community 
types.  These discussions incorporate the general findings presented above. 

3.4.4.1. Riparian Vegetation 

Meadow and Stream Groups 
Cattle tend to congregate in the lush cool environment of the wet meadows, especially along 
streams.  It has been shown they spend more time in the riparian areas in mid-late summer season 
than in the late spring or early summer, when they distribute their time more evenly between the 
uplands and riparian areas (Parsons et al. 2003). 

The effects of livestock grazing on meadows vary depending on the level or intensity (duration) 
of grazing.  Excessive grazing, especially season long, weakens the desirable fibrous heavy 
rooted grasses and grass like species (Platts 1990).  Platts’ research also shows that under heavy 
grazing, livestock can trample and compact the soils, which over time would create hummocks, 
increase bare ground, and lower the water table.  As plants weaken, less desirable plants move in 
that survive and thrive on areas with lowered water tables (Platts 1990). 

Several different studies have been done on stubble height or utilization in riparian areas to 
determine the appropriate grazing level for maintaining the integrity of these areas.  Clary and 
Leninger (2000) conclude that maintaining a minimum streamside stubble height of 
approximately 4 inches may be near optimal in many, but not all, situations when considering 
several riparian issues, such as maintaining plant vigor, entrapping and stabilizing sediment under 
inundated flow, and trampling of stream banks.  Clary and Webster (1989) suggest there is some 
continuity between recommendations of 40 to 50 percent utilization and 3 to 4 inch stubble height 
for maintenance of plant vigor.   
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Clary and Leninger (2000) also discuss that the appropriate stubble height can change depending 
on the type of stream and soil components.  There are times when 6 to 8 inches may be required 
to reduce willow browsing or limit animal impact on vulnerable stream banks.  Clary and 
Webster (1989) cited Platts (1982) in suggesting that rest-rotation grazing with 65 percent use or 
higher resulted in altered riparian habitat and 25 percent use or less had little effect. 

Clary and Webster (1989) also cited Elmore (1988) in suggesting that 3 to 4 inches of stubble 
height would maintain riparian components and that, in some situations, the use on willows 
begins when use on herbaceous plants reaches about 45 percent. 

Clary and Webster conclude that grazing strategies in riparian areas must provide for regrowth of 
riparian plants for healthy plant vigor, or should leave sufficient vegetation at the time of grazing 
for maintenance of plant vigor and streambank protection.  Maintaining a minimum stubble 
height can help preserve forage plant vigor, reduce browsing on willows, stabilize sediments, and 
indirectly limit streambank trampling (Clary and Leninger 2000).   

In addition to causing soil compaction, livestock grazing in wet meadow communities 
(rhizomatous species) with higher utilization can reduce herbage production (Clary 1995).  
Because meadows, springs, and seeps are dispersed throughout the uplands, livestock tend to 
favor these areas, and higher utilization levels are often noted in many of these communities. 

Dry to moist meadows often make up different dominant plant species.  Although the drier 
meadows are closely associated with wet meadows, livestock may use the drier areas at different 
times.  Therefore, the timing and intensity of the impacts may differ.  Livestock use in spring and 
early summer tends to be on the dry-to-moist meadows due to the higher percent of favored 
grasses within the dry-to-moist sites and the saturation of the soils in the wet meadows.  

Cattle may tend to continue use of the drier meadow sites, although to a lesser degree, even after 
the wet sites have dried out to a point where they have become useable.  Therefore, the amount of 
time cattle are grazing in the drier sites is longer and often heavier than on the wet meadow sites.  
Since the soils in the dry-to-moist meadow sites do not hold water in the amount or as long as the 
wet meadow sites, the plants in the drier meadows do not have the conditions and potential for 
regrowth (available water) as those plants in the wetter sites. 

Under extended heavy utilization (greater than 50 percent for multiple seasons) many of the 
desired species in the dry-to-moist meadows would not have enough photosynthetic material left 
to maintain vigor and health.  If livestock are in this community early in the season and for 
extended periods of time, the soils may become compacted and less able to absorb and store 
water.  This results in the phasing out of plants that require more water for longer periods, and the 
establishment of plants that can take advantage of greater depths to water earlier in the season.  A 
downward spiral of degraded conditions begins with an increase in bare ground and a change in 
species composition from desirable grasses and forbs such as tufted hairgrass and slender 
wheatgrass to plants such as Kentucky bluegrass, and red top (Agrostis stonolifera) that adapt to 
drier conditions and deeper water tables. 

Under more conservative grazing levels (for example, residual stubble heights that promote plant 
vigor and sediment capture), the desired plants can maintain their health, and the site retains its 
integrity.  If the site is functioning-at-risk condition, light to moderate grazing ( less than 35 
percent) should allow the site to begin to decrease the amount of bare ground, and the site’s 
vulnerability to the establishment of noxious weeds or other undesirable plants should be reduced 
(Platts 1982). 

Although a very small percentage of the project area is riparian, proper management of these 
areas is critical to the overall health of the entire project area.  The continued use of grazing 
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systems that do not include the requirements of riparian vegetation would only perpetuate riparian 
problems (Elmore and Beschta 1987). 

3.4.4.1.1. Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Meadow Groups  
Grazing at the levels proposed in Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would maintain meadows that 
are in functioning condition and allow for improvement in meadows that are in functioning-at-
risk condition.  Under more conservative grazing levels (for example, residual stubble heights 
that promote plant vigor and sediment capture), the desired plants can maintain their health, and 
the site retains its integrity.  For sites that are in functioning-at-risk condition, light to moderate 
grazing (less than 35 percent) would allow the site to begin to decrease the amount of bare 
ground, and the site’s vulnerability to the establishment of noxious weeds or other undesirable 
plants would be reduced (Platts 1982).   

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the maximum utilization standard would be further 
reduced to 25 percent for areas in non-functioning condition.  There is relatively little research on 
the interventions and use limits needed to restore areas in non-functioning condition.  Many 
researchers have observed that areas that have crossed ecological thresholds may require other 
interventions to restore function and merely eliminating grazing may not be sufficient (Holechek 
et al. 2004, Pieper 1999, Miller et al. 1999).   

Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon 
allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to meadow vegetation communities in these three 
allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing). 

Species Composition 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), areas that currently have desirable species composition 
would be maintained.  Areas that currently have undesirable species composition would be 
improved.  The rate of improvement would be faster than Alternative 2 (Current Management), 
but slower than Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), areas with acceptable levels of bare ground would be 
maintained and areas with undesirable levels of bare ground would be improved.  The rate of 
improvement would be faster than Alternative 2 (Current Management), but slower than 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), meadows across the analysis area are likely to improve 
over time on the grazed allotments as compared to existing conditions.  Other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to have the potential to affect the analysis 
area are discuss in appendix H.  As the impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a 
corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on meadows.  Rates of recovery for 
meadows would potentially be increased, slowed, or reversed by other non-grazing associated 
activities that would continue, depending on those activities’ impacts on meadows. 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

152   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

Species Composition 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on species composition in meadows.  
Existing allotment range developments (fences, water developments) are used to manage the 
distribution of livestock.  These developments are often designed to encourage livestock to use 
upland forage, thereby reducing the impacts to meadows.  However, many livestock water 
developments were placed close to springs or seeps.  Heavy grazing in these areas results in the 
depletion of native vegetation.  Furthermore, water developments on small seeps and springs can 
decrease available water at a spring, resulting in changes in vegetation composition or shrinking 
in the size of a spring influenced area.  No additional activity is being proposed that would cause 
impacts above those acknowledged in the description of the analysis area’s current condition. 

Ground disturbing activities associated with ongoing and reasonably foreseeable mineral 
exploration may include temporary road construction, pad clearing, exploratory hole drilling, and 
site restoration on around 10 acres.  The small size of the planned mineral explorations, along 
with their associated design and reclamation features, should prevent these activities from having 
any meaningful effect on species composition. 

There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed to improve 
conditions in the analysis area.  In the Currant Creek and Ellison Basin allotments, there were two 
vegetation treatment projects in 2009 (totaling 500 acres) and two projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 
acres).  A BLM project adjacent to the Cherry Creek Allotment treated 1,000 acres in 2010.  Two 
ongoing and two future projects would treat up to 17,000 acres in, or adjacent to, the Cherry 
Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, and Tom Plain allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  
In general, the effects caused from vegetation treatments are short-term (3 years or less) and have 
minimal adverse effects on the composition of vegetative communities.  Over the long term, these 
projects should result in increased productivity, abundance, and diversity of understory shrub and 
herbaceous species and reduced expansion of pinyon-juniper, which should improve species 
composition in the treated areas. 

Many riparian sites in the Blackrock, Treasure Hill, and Tom Plain allotments are grazed by wild 
horses after permitted livestock are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, which 
leads to undesirable species composition.  Wild horse populations for the Monte Cristo Wild 
Horse Territory (257 head in 2008) are over the established appropriate management level (AML) 
of 72 to 120 head.  BLM has proposed a gather to reduce the herd size toward the AML during 
the winter of 2011-2012.  The wild horse population reductions would enhance the range 
condition by allowing increased diversity of the recovering plant community, which would 
improve species composition in these areas.  The effects of wild horses on species composition 
are expected to continue at the same rate until the gathers are conducted. 

Motorized travel has several impacts on species composition.  Improperly placed roads have 
historically resulted in headcuts and downcutting on nearby springs, seeps, and meadows.  This 
can lead to a lower water table in the affected area, which can cause a change in species 
composition.  Unrestricted motorized travel creates opportunities to spread noxious and invasive 
species.  The 2009 Ely Travel Management Plan addressed these impacts by restricting motorized 
travel to designated routes.  With the limited impacts from motorized travel, species composition 
should remain stable or improve over time. 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition is likely to increase or remain 
stable over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for any of the vegetation groups applied to 
meadows. 
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Percent of Bare Ground 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on the percent of bare ground in 
meadows.  Existing allotment range developments (fences, water developments) are used to 
manage the distribution of livestock.  These developments are often designed to encourage 
livestock to use upland forage, thereby reducing the impacts to meadows.  However, many 
livestock water developments were placed close to springs or seeps.  Heavy grazing in these areas 
increases the amount of bare ground.  No additional activity is being proposed that would cause 
impacts above those acknowledged in the description of the analysis area’s current condition. 

Ground disturbing activities associated with ongoing and reasonably foreseeable mineral 
exploration may include temporary road construction, pad clearing, exploratory hole drilling, and 
site restoration on around 10 acres.  The small size of the planned mineral explorations, along 
with their associated design and reclamation features, should prevent these activities from having 
any meaningful effect on bare ground. 

There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed to improve 
conditions in the analysis area.  In the Currant Creek and Ellison Basin allotments, there were two 
vegetation treatment projects in 2009 (totaling 500 acres) and two projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 
acres).  A BLM project, adjacent to the Cherry Creek Allotment, treated 1,000 acres in 2010.  In 
October 2012, a riparian exclosure fence was constructed around Gredette Meadow in the 
Grant/Quinn range. Gredette Meadow is one of the largest, and most lush, riparian meadows 
in the Grant/Quinn range. Due to this, the meadow receives intense grazing and watering use 
from both domestic and feral cattle, in addition to wildlife use. This heavy use has negatively 
impacted the meadow and resulted in a transition to drier vegetation species, headcutting 
within the meadow, and a large gully downstream of the meadow.  Two ongoing and two future 
projects would treat up to 17,000 acres in, or adjacent to, the Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, 
Ellison Basin, Illipah, and Tom Plain allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  These vegetation 
treatment projects can result in increased levels of bare ground for 2 to 3 years following the 
completion of the projects.  In general, the effects caused by vegetation treatments are short-term 
(3 years or less) and have minimal adverse effects on the percentage of bare ground.  Over the 
long term, these projects should result in an increase of productivity, abundance, and diversity of 
understory shrub and herbaceous species and reduce the expansion of pinyon-juniper, which 
should reduce the percentage of bare ground in the treated areas. 

Wild horse grazing in the Blackrock, Illipah, Treasure Hill, and Tom Plain allotments, discussed 
in the Species Composition section above, results in some meadows receiving no rest from 
grazing.  This contributes to increased levels of bare ground.  The wild horse population 
reductions that would result from the upcoming gathers would enhance the range condition by 
allowing increased ground cover, which would reduce the percent of bare ground in these areas.  
The effects of wild horses on the percent of bare ground are expected to continue at the same rate 
until the gathers are conducted. 

Motorized travel has several impacts on the percent of bare ground.  Improperly placed roads 
have historically resulted in headcuts and downcutting on nearby springs, seeps, and meadows.  
This can lead to a lower water table in the affected area, which can increase the percent of bare 
ground.  Unrestricted motorized travel creates opportunities to damage plants.  The 2009 Ely 
Travel Management Plan addressed these impacts by restricting motorized travel to designated 
routes.  With the limited impacts from motorized travel, the percent bare ground should remain 
stable or improve over time. 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground is likely to decrease 
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over the next 10 years.  The rate of decrease may be slowed as the activities associated with the 
mineral exploration and mechanical vegetation treatment initially increases the percent of bare 
ground in those localized areas.  However, the bare ground from these activities would be 
reduced as the vegetation re-establishes in 2 to 3 years.  The percent of bare ground is not 
expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for any 
vegetation group. 

Stream Group  
Grazing at the levels proposed in Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would result in an upward 
trend in the condition of most stream communities.  Communities that are currently in 
functioning condition would continue to maintain that level (Clary 1995).  Impacts for herbaceous 
understory would be similar to those disclosed for meadow systems.  Woody species would be 
benefited by the herbaceous utilization levels because research shows if utilization remains 
around 45 percent, substantially less browsing of willows and other riparian shrubs should occur 
(Clary et al. 2000).  The design feature restricting vegetation groups from being grazed at the 
same time for three years in a row would allow maintenance or improvement in the woody 
species composition (Clary et al. 2000).   

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) the maximum utilization standard is further reduced to 25 
percent for herbaceous and 15 percent for browse for areas in non-functioning condition.  There is 
relatively little research on the interventions and use limits needed to restore areas in non-
functioning condition.  Many researchers have observed that areas that have crossed ecological 
thresholds may require other interventions to restore function and that merely eliminating grazing 
may not be sufficient (Holechek et al. 2004, Pieper 1999, Miller et al. 1999).  

In addition, streambank alteration can be used as a within season trigger to move livestock; it 
can also be used as an end-of-season indicator of proper use (USDI BLM 2011).  However, not 
all streambank channels are equally susceptible to disturbance (Rosgen 1996).  Using the 
Rosgen (1996) system for categorizing stream channels, streambank alteration is only an 
appropriate tool for making livestock management decision on “F” and “G” channel types and 
“C” channel types in valley bottoms.  Streambank alteration is not an appropriate tool for 
making livestock management decisions on “A”, “B”, or “D” channel types, or “C” channel 
types where the main control is rock or large woody debris.  One of the common themes 
between these three channel types is the presence of a vertical streambank.  These channel 
types and streams within the project area are discussed in greater detail in the Watershed 
Specialist Report in the project record.   

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would use streambank alteration as a proper use criteria to 
indicate the need to move livestock from the area.  Maximum stream bank alteration would be 
20 percent on all “F” and “G” channel types and “C” channel types in valley bottoms.  The 
maximum allowable utilization would be reduced to 10 percent, in cases where the condition of 
stream communities are non-functioning. 

Cowley (2002) summarizes various studies that describe levels of functioning streambanks and 
found that 70 percent unaltered streambanks (i.e., 30 percent altered streambanks) is the 
minimum level that would maintain stable conditions.  Pfankuch (1978) and Hayslip (1993) 
use 90 percent or more unaltered streambank as the lower level of excellent or optimal 
condition.   

Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon 
allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to stream vegetation communities in these three 
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allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing). 

Species Composition 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), areas with desirable species composition would be 
maintained and areas with undesirable species composition would improve above current levels.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), areas with acceptable levels of bare ground would be 
maintained and areas with undesirable levels of bare ground would improve above current levels.   

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), stream vegetation groups across the analysis area are 
likely to improve over time.  The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
activities in the analysis areas (appendix H) have on species composition and the percent bare 
ground in the Meadows Group are discussed above in the Cumulative Effects section for 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  In general, the cumulative effects to the Stream Group are the 
same as those discussed above for the Meadows Group.  The analysis and conclusions included in 
the Meadows Group cumulative effects analysis also applies to the Stream Group.  As the impacts 
from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall 
cumulative effects on stream vegetation groups.  Rates of recovery for stream vegetation groups 
would potentially be slowed or reversed by other non-grazing associated activities that would 
continue, depending on those activities’ impacts on meadows. 

Species Composition 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition is likely to increase over the 
next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in 
the Matrices (appendix A) for the stream vegetation group. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground is likely to decrease 
over the next 10 years.  The percent of bare ground is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for the stream vegetation group. 
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3.4.4.1.2. Alternative 2: Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects  

Meadow Groups  
Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), meadows, springs, and seeps would continue to be 
impacted by livestock in areas that receive heavy grazing.  Those meadows that are in 
functioning-at-risk or non-functioning condition can be expected to have a downward trend with 
implementation of any of the utilization standards in the current term grazing permits.  The rate of 
the downward trend would vary depending on the extent of the utilization standard – those with 
60 to 65 percent utilization would be expected to move in a downward trend more rapidly than 
those areas with 45 percent utilization.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in the 
Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under Alternative 2 
(Current Management), the direct and indirect effect to meadow vegetation communities in these 
four allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 
(No Action/No Grazing). 

Species Composition 

In areas with moderate grazing (45 percent herbaceous utilization), meadows, springs, and seeps 
in functioning condition would continue to improve or remain stable.  These meadows would 
maintain desirable plant species composition.  Moderate grazing would allow a system in 
functioning condition to remain stable or improve, but may not allow a system in functioning-at-
risk condition to improve.  In wet meadows, the species composition would continue to favor 
those plants that adapt to drier sites instead of the deep-rooted fibrous grasses, and sedges 
necessary to maintain a wet meadow in functioning condition.  Under extended heavy utilization 
(greater than 50 percent for multiple seasons), even areas currently in functioning condition 
would experience alterations in species composition.  Where heavy grazing occurs in areas that 
are not in functioning condition, the rate of alteration in species composition would be 
accelerated.  Where current grazing practices are reducing or impairing improvement in species 
composition, grazing management would be adjusted to allow for and facilitate improvement of 
the vegetation resources.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

In areas with moderate grazing (45 percent herbaceous utilization), meadows, springs, and seeps 
in functioning condition would continue to improve or remain stable.  These meadows would 
maintain less than 5 percent bare ground.  Under extended heavy utilization (greater than 50 
percent for multiple seasons), even areas currently in functioning condition would experience 
increases in the percentage of bare ground due to the change in plant species and soil compaction.  
Where heavy grazing occurs in areas that are not in functioning condition, the rate of increase of 
the percentage of bare ground would be accelerated.  Where current grazing practices are 
resulting in greater than 5 percent bare ground, grazing management would be adjusted to allow 
for and facilitate improvement of the vegetation resources.   

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on species composition and the percent of bare ground at seeps, springs, and 
meadows are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects 
under Alternative 2 (Current Management) to the allotments that would be grazed would be 
similar to those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but species composition and the 
percent of bare ground are expected to remain stable or trend downward due to the higher level of 
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direct and indirect impacts under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  Conditions could 
improve at a slower rate than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) if grazing management is adjusted 
to allow for and facilitate recovery of the vegetation and soil resources.   

Species Composition 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition is likely to remain 
stable or decrease over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the 
non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for any of the vegetation groups applied to 
meadows. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities discussed 
above, the percent of bare ground is likely to remain stable or trend downward.  The activities 
associated with the mineral exploration and vegetation treatments may increase the levels of bare 
ground in those localized areas.  However, the percent of bare ground from these activities would 
be reduced as the vegetation re-establishes in 2 to 3 years.  The percentage of bare ground is not 
expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for any 
vegetation group. 

Stream Group  
Where current allowable utilization levels are between 35 and 45 percent, which is considered 
light to moderate, they would continue to provide healthy vegetation communities along streams 
that are in functioning condition (Clary and Webster 1989, and Ratliff et al. 1987).  Current 
allowable use levels of up to 45 percent should maintain current conditions in most areas 
(Sedgwick and Knopf 1991).  Those areas that are in functioning-at-risk or non-functioning 
condition may not recover and could deteriorate further under Alternative 2 (Current 
Management).   

The higher utilization levels that are allowed on Category 3-5 streams (up to 65 percent) can 
affect the condition and trend of the stream vegetation if those levels of use remain at the end of 
the growing season.  Categorized streams and springs for the project area are depicted on maps 16 
and 17.  Three important factors that affect how grasses respond to grazing include frequency, 
intensity, and season of use (Trlica 1999).  As utilization levels approach 65 percent, there is also 
increased potential that the health of individual plants may be affected.  These systems are also 
less resilient due to drier and often intermittent flow conditions, which allow less opportunity for 
recovery after grazing.  Studies have found that rest rotation grazing with 65 percent use or higher 
can result in altered riparian habitat conditions (Kauffman and Krueger 1984, Sedgwick and 
Knopf 1991).  Other management issues including frequency and season of use may also 
influence the potential for these impacts.  In these communities, if this higher intensity is 
combined with long seasons of use and repeated hot season grazing, there would likely be 
impacts to the health of these riparian communities.   

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), livestock grazing on Category 3-5 streams poses a 
greater risk to the condition and trends for the vegetative communities on those streams.  There 
are locations along streams where cattle grazing may currently be impacting vegetation 
conditions, as reflected by the mushroom shape of willows, lack of desirable forbs and 
graminoids, and streambank and erosion concerns.  Without a change in management practices or 
other active management to correct the problems, these conditions may continue to decline.  
These impacts have been addressed through changes in rotations, reductions in utilization 
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standards, and management actions to address unauthorized livestock.  Because livestock grazing 
would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain 
allotments under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the direct and indirect effect to stream 
vegetation communities in these four allotments would be identical to those described below for 
all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Species Composition 

In areas with moderate grazing (45 percent herbaceous utilization), stream vegetation groups in 
functioning condition would continue to improve or remain stable.  These areas would maintain 
desirable plant species composition.  Under extended heavy utilization (greater than 50 percent 
for multiple seasons), even areas currently in functioning condition would experience alterations 
in species composition.  Where heavy grazing occurs in areas that are not in functioning 
condition, the rate of alteration in species composition would be accelerated.  Where current 
grazing practices are reducing or impairing improvement in species composition, grazing 
management would be adjusted to allow for and facilitate improvement of the vegetation 
resources.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

In areas with moderate grazing (45 percent herbaceous utilization), stream vegetation groups in 
functioning condition would continue to improve or remain stable.  These areas would maintain 
less than 5 percent bare ground.  Under extended heavy utilization (greater than 50 percent for 
multiple seasons), even areas currently in functioning condition would experience increases in the 
percentage of bare ground.  Where heavy grazing occurs in areas that are not in functioning 
condition, the rate of increase of the percentage of bare ground would be accelerated.  Where 
current grazing practices are resulting in greater than 5 percent bare ground, grazing management 
would be adjusted to allow for and facilitate improvement of the vegetation resources.   
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Map 16: Categorized Springs, Streams, and Seeps on the White Pine Range 
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Map 17: Categorized Springs, Streams, and Seeps on the Grant-Quinn Range 
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Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on species composition and the percent of bare ground at streams are 
discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects under 
Alternative 2 (Current Management) to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to 
those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but species composition and the percent 
of bare ground are expected to remain stable or trend downward due to the higher level of direct 
and indirect impacts under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  Conditions could improve, at a 
slower rate than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), if grazing management is adjusted to allow for 
and facilitate recovery of the vegetation and soil resources.   

Species Composition 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition is likely to remain 
stable or decrease over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the 
non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for the stream vegetation group. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground is likely to 
remain stable or increase over the next 10 years.  The percent of bare ground is not expected to 
fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for the stream vegetation 
group. 

3.4.4.1.3. Alternative 3: No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Meadow Groups  
Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would have the most beneficial 
effect on meadows.  After removal of livestock, the condition of seeps, springs, and meadows is 
expected to improve rapidly.  However, permanent removal of grazing would not guarantee 
sustained increases in herbaceous plant production.  One study indicated the following: “the 
meadow reached peak production in 6 years and then declined until production was similar to the 
adjacent area grazed season-long"; “the accumulation of litter over a period of years seems to 
retard herbage production in wet meadow areas” (Clary and Webster 1989).   

Many meadows, springs, and seeps are isolated and difficult to manage.  Some of these 
communities have been fenced to protect the sites.  Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), 
the removal of livestock would have no direct or indirect impact on these protected sites.   

Species Composition 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), species composition would likely improve at a 
faster rate as compared to the other alternatives due to the elimination of livestock grazing.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

Bare ground would likely decrease at a faster rate as compared to the other alternatives due to the 
elimination of livestock grazing.  
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Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the greatest and fastest improvement in 
vegetation conditions across the analysis area because livestock grazing would immediately 
cease.  The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis 
area (appendix H) have on bare ground and compaction are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  As the impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a 
corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on vegetation condition.  

Species Composition 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition would likely 
increase over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for any of the vegetation groups applied to 
meadows. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground would likely 
decrease over the next 10 years.  The percent of bare ground is not expected to fall within the 
non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for any of the vegetation groups applied to 
meadows. 

Stream Group 
Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), the condition of some streams is expected to 
improve rapidly, while the trend of other streams would improve, but at a slower rate (Myers and 
Swanson 1995).  Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), willow communities would 
regenerate more rapidly on most streams.   

Species Composition 

Species composition would likely improve at a faster rate, as compared to the other alternatives, 
due to the elimination of livestock grazing.  Streams that are dominated by early seral species 
such as Kentucky bluegrass would improve rapidly and over time the species component would 
become more dominated by later seral species such as sedges (Schulz and Leininger 1990).   

Percent of Bare Ground 

Bare ground would likely decrease at a faster rate, as compared to the other alternatives, due to 
the elimination of livestock grazing. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the greatest and fastest improvement in 
vegetation conditions across the analysis area.  The impacts that other past, present, and 
reasonable foreseeable activities in the analysis area (appendix H) have on bare ground and 
compaction are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the impacts from 
livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative 
effects on vegetation condition.  

Species Composition 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition would likely 
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increase over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for the stream vegetation group. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground would likely 
decrease over the next 10 years.  The percent of bare ground is not expected to fall within the 
non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for the stream vegetation group. 

3.4.4.2. Aspen and Cottonwood Groups 
Light-to-moderate grazing on species such as willow and cottonwood appears to have little 
adverse effect and in some cases may stimulate growth (UCCE 2008).  Heavy browsing of 
leaders and leaves of young trees (suckers and saplings) by any herbivore, such as elk, deer, 
sheep, or cattle, can impact aspen and cottonwood stands.  When these young trees are grazed, 
they either cannot grow back or begin growth on side leaders, creating fewer short bushy trees 
instead of the required number of tall, straight trees necessary for the regeneration of the stand.  
In addition, stem wounds caused by browsing and trampling by domestic livestock, deer, and elk 
appear to be particularly susceptible to infection.  These wounds are usually near the ground.  The 
stem is girdled by the fungus in 2 to 3 years, and Cytospora colonizes the remaining live bark.  
Because the small canker near the ground is often over looked, Cytospora or the wound is blamed 
for the mortality.  Its frequency of occurrence has not been determined; but the amount of 
infection and mortality appears to be related to the amount of animal damage within a 
regenerating stand (USDA FS 1985).  Limited browsing does not seem to negatively impact 
stands. 

If too many livestock congregate in the aspen and cottonwood stands when the soils are wet (such 
as early in the season), there is potential for soil compaction that could reduce the soil’s ability to 
absorb and retain water.  This could contribute to drying out of the soils with an increase in bare 
ground and a change in the desired species composition.  The larger stands are not usually 
impacted by herbivores as much as the smaller stands because it seems to be too difficult to 
access the interior of the larger stands due to the heavy understory, as well as dead and down 
trees.  These larger stands seem to be impacted mostly on the edges.  The smaller stands (less 
than 5 acres) can be the most heavily impacted. 

3.4.4.2.1. Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects  

Aspen and cottonwood communities that are currently in functioning condition would continue to 
maintain that level under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Where aspen and cottonwood 
communities are not in functioning condition, the prescribed utilization levels would result in an 
upward trend in the condition of most aspen and cottonwood communities by increasing the 
success of recruitment of suckers and saplings, decreasing soil compaction and bare ground, 
improving the understory species composition, and increasing resilience to disturbance and 
invasion by weedy and noxious species.   

Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon 
allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to aspen and cottonwood communities in these three 
allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing). 
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Number of Saplings and Suckers in Aspen and Cottonwood 

Aspen and cottonwood communities that currently have successful recruitment of saplings and 
suckers would remain stable under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The number of saplings and 
suckers would increase in aspen and cottonwood communities that are currently in less than 
functioning condition. 

Species Composition 

Aspen and cottonwood communities that currently have desirable species composition would 
remain stable under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Species composition would improve in 
aspen and cottonwood communities currently in less than functioning condition. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Aspen and cottonwood communities that currently have acceptable levels of bare ground would 
remain stable under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The percent of bare ground would decrease 
in aspen and cottonwood communities currently in less than functioning condition. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), aspen and cottonwood communities across the analysis 
area are likely to improve over time on the grazed allotments as compared to existing conditions.  
Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to have the 
potential to affect the analysis area are discuss in appendix H.  As the impacts from livestock 
grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on 
aspen and cottonwood communities.  Rates of recovery for aspen and cottonwood communities 
would potentially be increased, slowed, or reversed by other non-grazing associated activities that 
would continue, depending on those activities’ impacts on aspen and cottonwood communities. 

Number of Saplings and Suckers in Aspen and Cottonwood 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on the number of saplings and suckers in 
aspen and cottonwood communities.  Existing allotment range developments (fences, water 
developments) are used to manage the distribution of livestock.  These developments are often 
designed to encourage livestock to use upland forage, thereby reducing the impacts to aspen and 
cottonwood communities.  However, livestock developments can have impacts on aspen and 
cottonwood stands.  In the past, some water developments were located within or adjacent to 
stands, which resulted in cattle congregating within and affecting the stands.  Fences can also 
affect aspen and cottonwood communities by concentrating livestock use adjacent to or within 
aspen and cottonwood communities.  Many cottonwood galleries are close to the national forest 
boundary, often within a short distance of a boundary fence.  These effects are generally isolated 
and result in impacts from livestock trailing along fence lines.  No additional activity is being 
proposed that would cause impacts above those acknowledged in the description of the analysis 
area’s current condition. 

Estray livestock and wild horses would continue to inhabit and graze year round in the analysis 
area, which would continue to impact the number of saplings and suckers in the aspen and 
cottonwood communities in the Blackrock, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments and the 
allotments on the southern portion of the Grant-Quinn Range.  Estray livestock and wild horses 
are expected to continue to breed and increase in population.  The area the herds use and the 
impacts they cause would likely increase or decrease to correspond with the size of the herds.   

Motorized travel has several impacts on the number of saplings and suckers in aspen and 
cottonwood communities.  Improperly placed roads have historically resulted in impacts to aspen 
and cottonwood regeneration along the edges of existing stands.  Off-road vehicle use can 
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damage young trees and cause compaction of soils within aspen and cottonwood communities.  
The 2009 Ely Travel Management Plan addressed these impacts by restricting motorized travel to 
designated routes.  With the limited impacts from motorized travel, the number of saplings and 
suckers should remain stable or improve over time. 

Recreation activities, such as camping, hiking, and hunting have not historically been a major 
factor in the condition of resources across the analysis area.  Dispersed camping occurs in 
meadow complexes, aspen and cottonwood galleries, and alongside roads in the analysis area.  
Dispersed camping activities can result in trampling and soil compaction, which can reduce the 
number of saplings and suckers.  This disturbance is most obvious in the major drainages where 
dispersed campsites are located adjacent to rivers and streams within the riparian area.  These 
impacts are localized and generally occur in areas covering less than 0.50 acre in size.  Recreation 
activities are expected to increase only slightly in the near future, so the effects of these activities 
on the number of saplings and suckers should remain stable.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the number of saplings and suckers in aspen and 
cottonwood would likely increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The number of 
saplings and suckers is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices 
for the aspen or cottonwood vegetation groups. 

Species Composition 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on species composition in aspen and 
cottonwood communities.  As with saplings and suckers, the proximity of livestock developments 
to aspen and cottonwood communities can lead to impacts to species composition within these 
communities.  These effects are generally isolated and result in impacts from livestock trailing 
along fence lines.  No additional activity is being proposed that would cause impacts above those 
acknowledged in the description of the analysis area’s current condition. 

Mining and mineral exploration have historically affected aspen and cottonwood stands in and 
near the analysis area.  These activities have altered vegetation composition.  Historic impacts are 
isolated and localized to just a few sites within the analysis area.  In these areas, trampling of 
vegetation, decreased stream shading, road building, and increased erosion and sediment delivery 
to the streams resulted.  Mining activities were at a small scale and the impacts were minimal and 
short term.  The effects of past mineral exploration on species composition are reflected in the 
descriptions for the current conditions for aspen and cottonwood communities.  No additional 
activity is being proposed that would cause impacts above those acknowledged in the description 
of the current condition of these areas. 

Estray livestock and wild horses would continue to inhabit and graze year round in the analysis 
area, which would continue to impact the species composition in the aspen and cottonwood 
communities in the Blackrock, Illipah, Tom Plain, Treasure Hill allotments and the allotments on 
the southern portion of the Grant-Quinn Range.  Heavy and continuous grazing of understory 
vegetation in these areas results in the depletion of native vegetation, which makes aspen and 
cottonwood communities susceptible to invasive and noxious weed infestations, soil compaction, 
and erosion concerns.  Estray livestock and wild horses are expected to continue to breed and 
increase in population.  The area the herds use and the impacts they cause would likely increase 
or decrease to correspond with the size of the herds.   

Motorized travel has several impacts on species composition in aspen and cottonwood 
communities.  Motorized travel (on or off road) can foster the spread of noxious and invasive 
species by spreading the seeds of these species and creating disturbed areas where these seeds can 
sprout.  Off-road vehicle use can cause compaction of soils within aspen and cottonwood 
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communities, which can alter the species composition towards plants that can use compacted 
soils.  The effects of past road, trail, and vehicle use on species composition are reflected in the 
description of the current condition of aspen and cottonwood communities.  Implementation of 
the 2009 Ely Travel Management Plan, including the prohibition of off road travel, should limit 
opportunities to spread noxious and invasive species in the project area.  Species composition 
should remain stable or improve over time. 

Dispersed camping occurs in meadow complexes, aspen and cottonwood galleries, and alongside 
roads in the analysis area.  Dispersed camping activities can result in trampling, soil compaction, 
and spread of noxious weeds, all of which can cause changes in vegetation species composition.  
This disturbance is most obvious in the major drainages where dispersed campsites are located 
adjacent to rivers and streams within the riparian area.  These impacts are localized and generally 
occur in areas covering less than 0.50 acre in size.  The effects of past and ongoing recreation 
activities on species composition are reflected in the descriptions of the current conditions of the 
aspen and cottonwood communities.  Recreation activities are not expected to noticeably increase 
in the near future, so the effects of these activities on species composition should remain stable.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1(Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition would likely increase or 
remain stable over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for the aspen or cottonwood vegetation groups. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on the percent of bare ground in aspen 
and cottonwood communities.  As with saplings and suckers, the proximity of livestock 
developments to aspen and cottonwood communities can lead to increases in bare ground within 
these communities.  These effects are generally isolated and result in impacts from livestock 
trailing along fence lines.  No additional activity is being proposed that would cause impacts 
above those acknowledged in the description of the analysis area’s current condition. 

Mining and mineral exploration have historically affected aspen and cottonwood stands in and 
near the analysis area.  These activities have increased the percent of bare ground.  Historic 
impacts are isolated and localized to just a few sites within the analysis area.  Mining activities 
were at a small scale and the impacts were minimal and short term.  The effects of past mineral 
exploration on the percent of bare ground are reflected in the descriptions for the current 
conditions for aspen and cottonwood communities.  No additional activity is being proposed that 
would cause impacts above those acknowledged in the description of the current condition of 
these areas. 

Estray livestock and wild horses would continue to inhabit and graze year round in the analysis 
area, which would continue to impact the percent of bare ground in the aspen and cottonwood 
communities in the Blackrock, Tom Plain, Treasure Hill allotments and the allotments on the 
southern portion of the Grant-Quinn Range.  Heavy and continuous grazing of understory 
vegetation in these areas results in the depletion of native vegetation and increases in bare ground.  
Estray livestock and wild horses are expected to continue to breed and increase in population.  
The area the herds use and the impacts they cause would likely increase or decrease to correspond 
with the size of the herds.   

Motorized travel has several impacts on the percent of bare ground in aspen and cottonwood 
communities.  Off road motorized travel can cause compaction of soils and foster erosion within 
aspen and cottonwood communities, which can result in increased bare ground.  The effects of 
past road, trail, and vehicle use on the percent of bare ground are reflected in the description of 
the current condition of aspen and cottonwood communities.  Implementation of the 2009 Ely 
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Travel Management Plan should reduce impacts on vegetative communities associated with 
unrestricted off-road travel.  The percent of bare ground should remain stable or improve over 
time. 

Dispersed camping occurs in meadow complexes, aspen and cottonwood galleries, and alongside 
roads in the analysis area.  Dispersed camping activities can result in soil compaction, which can 
cause bare ground.  This disturbance is most obvious in the major drainages where dispersed 
campsites are located adjacent to rivers and streams within the riparian area.  These impacts are 
localized and generally occur in areas covering less than 0.50 acre in size.  The effects of past and 
ongoing recreation activities on the percent of bare ground are reflected in the descriptions of the 
current conditions of the aspen and cottonwood communities.  Recreation activities are not 
expected to noticeably increase in the near future, so the effects of these activities on bare ground 
should remain stable. 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground would likely decrease or 
remain stable over the next 10 years.  The percent of bare ground is not expected to fall within the 
non-functioning category in the Matrices for the aspen or cottonwood vegetation groups. 

3.4.4.2.2. Alternative 2: Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects  

Some isolated cottonwood stands in areas where livestock congregate would continue to be 
impacted under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  The impacts may result in a downward 
trend in these isolated stands because of browsing and/or trampling effects.  Because livestock 
grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy 
Mountain allotments under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the direct or indirect effects to 
aspen and cottonwood communities in these four allotments would be identical to those described 
below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Number of Saplings and Suckers in Aspen and Cottonwood 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), there is a potential that the allowable use levels 
could result in a lowered amount of suckers and saplings.  Allowable browse utilization is 
expected to allow for some reproduction and survival of the “suckers” or new shoots.  Under 
Alternative 2 (Current Management), most aspen and cottonwood communities would continue to 
have limited recruitment because the proper use criteria would not be adjusted based on 
ecological condition.  Stands that are not in functioning condition would likely be impacted by a 
reduced ability to adequately regenerate.  If adequate regeneration is reduced every year, it could 
result in adverse effects to the aspen and cottonwood stands. 

Species Composition 

In areas with moderate grazing (45 percent herbaceous utilization), aspen and cottonwood 
communities in functioning condition would continue to improve or remain stable.  These 
communities would maintain desirable plant species composition.  Under extended heavy 
utilization (greater than 50 percent for multiple seasons), even areas currently in functioning 
condition would experience alterations in species composition.  Where heavy grazing occurs in 
areas that are not in functioning condition, the rate of alteration in species composition would be 
accelerated.  Where current grazing practices are reducing or impairing improvement in species 
composition, grazing management would be adjusted to allow for and facilitate improvement of 
the vegetation resources.   
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Percent of Bare Ground 

In areas with moderate grazing (45 percent herbaceous utilization), aspen and cottonwood 
communities in functioning condition would continue to improve or remain stable.  These 
communities would maintain less than 5 percent bare ground.  Under extended heavy utilization 
(greater than 50 percent for multiple seasons), even areas currently in functioning condition 
would experience increases in the percentage of bare ground.  Where heavy grazing occurs in 
areas that are not in functioning condition, the rate of increase of the percentage of bare ground 
would be accelerated.  Where current grazing practices are resulting in greater than 5 percent bare 
ground, grazing management would be adjusted to allow for and facilitate improvement of the 
vegetation resources.   

Cumulative Effects  

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on species composition and the percent of bare ground at seeps, springs, and 
meadows are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects 
under Alternative 2 (Current Management) to the allotments that would be grazed would be 
similar to those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but the number of saplings and 
suckers, species composition, and the percent of bare ground are expected to remain stable or 
trend downward due to the higher level of direct and indirect impacts under Alternative 2 
(Current Management).  Conditions could improve at a slower rate than Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) if grazing management is adjusted to allow for and facilitate recovery of the vegetation 
and soil resources.  

Number of Saplings and Suckers in Aspen and Cottonwood 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the number of saplings and suckers in 
aspen and cottonwood is likely to remain stable or decrease over the next 10 years.  The number 
of saplings and suckers is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices 
for the aspen or cottonwood vegetation groups. 

Species Composition 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition would likely 
remain stable or decrease over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for the aspen or cottonwood vegetation 
groups. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground would likely 
remain stable or increase over the next 10 years.  The percent of bare ground is not expected to 
fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for the aspen or cottonwood vegetation 
groups. 

3.4.4.2.3. Alternative 3: No Action/No Grazing  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), livestock grazing would be eliminated from the 
project area.  After removal, the condition of aspen and cottonwood communities would improve 
rapidly or remain in a stable condition.  Stands that are currently affected by other influences 
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(such as degraded understory species composition associated with wild ungulate use, genetic 
issues, and recreational impacts) would remain stable or continue to decline.  

Number of Saplings and Suckers in Aspen and Cottonwood 

Without livestock grazing, browsing of suckers and saplings and trampling would be reduced 
substantially.  Survival of suckers and saplings is expected to increase.   

Species Composition 

Species composition would likely improve at a faster rate as compared to the other alternatives 
due to the elimination of livestock grazing.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

Bare ground would likely decrease at a faster rate as compared to the other alternatives due to the 
elimination of livestock grazing.  

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the greatest and fastest improvement in 
vegetation conditions across the analysis area because livestock grazing would immediately 
cease.  The impacts that other past, present, and foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on the number of saplings and suckers, species composition, and bare ground 
are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the impacts from livestock 
grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on 
vegetation condition.  

Number of Saplings and Suckers in Aspen and Cottonwood 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the number of saplings and suckers in 
aspen and cottonwood would likely increase over the next 10 years.  The number of saplings and 
suckers is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for the aspen or 
cottonwood vegetation groups. 

Species Composition 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition would likely 
increase over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for the aspen or cottonwood vegetation groups. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground would likely 
decrease over the next 10 years.  The percent of bare ground is not expected to fall within the 
non-functioning category in the Matrices for the aspen or cottonwood vegetation groups. 

3.4.4.3. Upland Vegetation 
Grazing livestock can directly impact upland communities by trampling on specific plants and 
injuring or killing them or by removing too much of the plant too often, which could affect its 
ability to process sunlight and grow healthy vigorous roots, leaf material, and seeds.  As 
discussed previously, plants subjected to overgrazing would weaken over time and be less able to 
grow adequate healthy roots, thus reducing above-ground production of leaf material, its 
capability to store carbohydrates for the following year’s growth, and to withstand drought, 
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extreme winters, or additional grazing from herbivores.  Over time, if desired plants are 
weakened through repeated heavy grazing or environmental conditions, other less desirable 
species that are more adaptable to the impacts may establish and the existing desirable grasses, 
forbs, and shrub species would decrease.  As the less desirable species become more abundant, 
they may make use of available nutrients and water before, or more efficiently, than the desirable 
plants even further reducing the ability of the desirable plants to exist in the community.  Some of 
the less desirable plants may be annuals that die at the end of the year, leaving bare ground that is 
susceptible to erosion.  Shrubs, including sagebrush, may become more abundant and have an 
increase in canopy cover with a potential loss in ground cover.  As herbaceous cover is decreased 
through heavy grazing, soil loss is accelerated, and the changes result in a downward spiral 
(Pieper 1999, p. 178). 

Although much of the literature discusses the effects of livestock grazing at “heavy levels”, and 
compares these effects to no livestock grazing, less of the literature describes the effects at 
moderate and light levels.  In a review of many different research studies, Holechek and others 
(1999a) found that grazing at moderate levels (40 to 45 percent) would maintain healthy 
rangelands, and a maximum of 30 to 35 percent is needed for improvement in rangelands.  Pieper 
(1999) summarized that conservative livestock grazing appears to be sustainable over the long-
term. 

In the general sense, livestock grazing undoubtedly has played a role in vegetation change during 
the past 150 years, but the exact nature of this role is not clear.  Many rangelands still 
experiencing a downward trend would respond favorably to lighter stocking, but some rangelands 
have probably reached a point where mere changes in grazing management may not restore them 
to some previous condition (Pieper 1999). 

The amount of use is not the only factor related to livestock grazing that may affect the plant 
community.  Other factors such as when the area is being grazed and how long the livestock are 
in an area grazing are also critical to management of livestock.  Given these other factors, use 
levels seem to be the most important factor when assessing effects to plants from livestock 
grazing (Clary and Webster 1989).  Holechek and others (1999a) found that differences in 
utilization levels showed more change in plant response and health than differences in grazing 
systems. 

3.4.4.3.1. Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Sagebrush, Pinyon-Juniper, and Mountain Brush Groups 
Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the maximum utilization for each upland community was 
identified to provide forage for livestock, for healthy plant growth and reproduction, and to allow 
adequate residual cover for wildlife habitat needs.  The proposed level of use should allow 
systems in functioning condition to maintain that condition.  Removal of above ground foliage 
directly affects a plants ability to grow roots.  When up to 50 percent of the leaves are removed 
on a plant, root growth continues unimpaired (Dietz 1988).  One study has occurred in mountain 
big sagebrush and mountain brush habitat with cattle.  At moderate use (35 to 45 percent use with 
rest rotation), grazing had no impact on forage production, cover, or species composition for 
mountain big sagebrush and mountain brush habitats were in fair to good condition after 7 years 
when compared to no grazing (Laycock and Conrad 1981).  Smith and others (2007) note that 
utilization between 30 and 50 percent, based on total annual production, would provide for 
continued productivity of the range.  
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Review of existing literature showed that conservative grazing can increase forage production and 
improve vegetation composition on degraded rangelands (Holechek et al. 1999b).  Areas in non-
functioning condition would be reduced further.  These levels of use are expected to result in 
maintaining mountain big sagebrush and mountain brush communities that are in functioning-at-
risk or non-functioning condition.  However, if areas are in functioning-at-risk or non-functioning 
condition because of a high canopy cover, a change in livestock management may not restore the 
community to functioning condition (review in Laycock 1999).  These areas may currently have 
increased cover of sagebrush, but remnants of the perennial grass and forb understory remain and 
are expected to allow for recovery of this system (Anderson and Inouye 2001, Roberson 1971).  
The time for recovery would depend on many factors including site capability and other 
conditions such as fire and drought.  Those uplands would still require more active management, 
such as fire or mechanical treatment, to move the area toward functioning.   

However, livestock use could further reduce the recovery from other disturbances, such as fire.  
Holecheck and others (2004) recommended 30 to 40 percent use of key species for 
sagebrush/grassland range types that receive 8 to 12 inches of precipitation depending on 
condition.  Wyoming big sagebrush typically occurs on drier sites and is less productive than 
mountain big sagebrush.  This type does not respond as rapidly to disturbance as mountain big 
sagebrush.  The understory is highly susceptible to cheatgrass invasion.  A healthy understory 
reduces that risk and increases the likelihood of recovery after disturbance.   

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), adequate litter to help protect the soil is expected to 
remain at the end of the grazing season.  Increased litter would increase organic matter content in 
the soil that would improve water-holding capability and, in turn, is expected to improve seedling 
growth.  More vigorous plants would be able to produce more seed, which is expected to increase 
seedlings and over time increase ground cover by desirable herbaceous species and decrease the 
amount of bare ground.  

Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon 
allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to sagebrush and mountain brush communities in these 
three allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 
3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Species Composition 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), areas with desirable species composition would be 
maintained and areas with undesirable species composition would be improved as compared to 
current conditions.  The rate of improvement would be faster than Alternative 2 (Current 
Management), but slower than Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), areas with acceptable levels of bare ground would be 
maintained and areas with undesirable levels of bare ground would be improved as compared to 
current conditions.  The rate of improvement would be faster than Alternative 2 (Current 
Management), but slower than Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Mountain Mahogany Group 
Browsing on mountain mahogany at 35 percent should allow seed production on mature stems to 
continue (Williams 2009).  Seed production is critical to recruitment of mountain mahogany 
seedlings.  Utilization of herbaceous cover at 50 percent should allow for increased seedling 
survival and improvement of the understory species composition.  Most stands are mature and 
have young trees establishing on the outer edges of the stands.  A few isolated stands can be 
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affected by cattle loafing or shading under the trees resulting in damage to trees in the stands.  
These impacts are limited to just a few stands that are generally less than 0.50 acre in size.   

Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon 
allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to mountain mahogany communities in these three 
allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing). 

Species Composition 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), areas with desirable species composition would be 
maintained and areas with undesirable species composition would be improved as compared to 
current conditions.  The rate of improvement would be faster than Alternative 2 (Current 
Management), but slower than Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), areas with acceptable levels of bare ground would be 
maintained and areas with undesirable levels of bare ground would be improved as compared to 
current conditions.  The rate of improvement would be faster than Alternative 2 (Current 
Management), but slower than Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), sagebrush, mountain brush, and mountain mahogany 
communities across the analysis area are likely to improve over time on the grazed allotments as 
compared to existing conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that 
would continue to have the potential to affect the analysis area are discuss in appendix H.  As the 
impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall 
cumulative effects on the sagebrush, mountain brush, and mountain mahogany communities.  
Rates of recovery for sagebrush, mountain brush, and mountain mahogany communities would 
potentially be increased, slowed, or reversed by other non-grazing associated activities that would 
continue, depending on those activities’ impacts on the sagebrush, mountain brush, and mountain 
mahogany communities. 

Species Composition 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on the percent of species composition in 
the sagebrush, mountain brush, and mountain mahogany communities.  Livestock developments, 
including fences, water developments (both troughs and ponds) and other structures, can 
concentrate livestock and generally increase use levels and disturbance within sagebrush and 
mountain brush communities.  Poor water distribution is the chief cause of poor livestock 
distribution on most ranges (Holechek et al. 2001).  Where available watering points are 
infrequent, cattle tend to congregate longer, usually overgrazing these areas.  Heavy grazing in 
these areas results in the depletion of native vegetation, leaving the area susceptible to invasive 
and noxious weed infestations, soil compaction, and erosion concerns.  These impacts can alter 
the species composition in the vegetation communities.  The effects of existing range 
developments on species composition are reflected in the current condition for uplands.  No 
additional activity is being proposed that would cause impacts above those acknowledged in the 
description of the area’s current condition. 

Mining and mineral exploration have historically impacted sagebrush, mountain brush, and 
mountain mahogany communities in the vicinity of the Monte Cristo, Treasure Hill, and 
Hamilton regions on the Blackrock and Treasure Hill allotments and Troy and Irwin canyons on 
the Irwin Canyon Allotment.  Road construction, drill sites, and historical mine sites have 
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disturbed these communities and resulted in the trampling of vegetation and the alteration of 
habitats.  Today, much of the evidence of mining outside the main mining districts consists of 
small adits or shafts, and human habitation sites.  The effects of past mineral exploration on 
species composition are reflected in the current condition for uplands.   

There are currently three authorized and one proposed mineral exploration projects on the 
Treasure Hill Allotment.  These projects involve drill sites on existing and reclaimed roads, 
excavated in the road prism, and potential overland travel and temporary roads.  The total area of 
disturbance would be less than 5 acres and would be located in or adjacent to the footprint of 
the Mount Hamilton Mine.  Any topsoil present would be segregated during the drilling 
operations and then returned to the site and stabilized at the conclusion of the work.  Activity on 
the authorized projects is expected to begin in the spring of 2013.  In addition, interest has been 
growing in the exploration and development of potential oil, gas, and geothermal resources in the 
project area.  There is potential for future oil and gas exploration in the project area adjacent to 
the Grant Range Wilderness, Quinn Canyon Wilderness, and Currant Mountain Wilderness areas.  
The potential geothermal resources are in the White Pine Range.  The small size of the planned 
mineral explorations, along with their associated design and reclamation features, should prevent 
these activities from having any meaningful effect on species composition.  At this time, no 
specific plans for exploration or development have been approved and no ground disturbing 
activities have been authorized. 

Several restoration and treatment projects designed to improve vegetation conditions have been 
approved and commenced within the analysis area recently.  There were two vegetation treatment 
projects in 2009 (300 acres in the Current Creek Allotment and 200 acres in the Ellison Basin 
Allotment) and two projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 acres in the Currant Creek and Ellison Basin 
allotments).  Several BLM projects between 2006 and 2010 have treated 1,275 acres adjacent to 
the Cherry Creek Allotment, 708 acres adjacent to the Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon Allotment, and 
1,758 acres adjacent to the Troy Mountain Allotment.  Two ongoing and two future projects 
would treat up to 17,000 acres in, or adjacent to, the Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, and 
Tom Plain allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  These vegetation treatment projects can result in 
increased levels of bare ground for 2 to 3 years following the completion of the projects.  The 
effects of past prescribed fire and vegetation treatment projects on species composition are 
reflected in the current condition for uplands.  In general, the effects caused by ongoing 
vegetation treatments are short-term (3 years or less) and have minimal adverse effects on the 
composition of vegetative communities.  Over the long term, these projects should result in 
increased productivity, abundance, and diversity of understory shrub and herbaceous species and 
reduced expansion of pinyon-juniper, which should improve species composition in the treated 
areas. 

Climate change may change the dynamics of the uplands systems.  Predictions about the effects 
of climate change are varied.  The dynamics with cheatgrass may change which would increase 
the risk to low elevation sagebrush types including Wyoming big sagebrush but would also 
increase the risk to mountain big sagebrush.  Cheatgrass invasion is primarily limited by 
temperatures at upper elevations followed by available water (Chambers et al. 2007).  
Environmental changes would change the competitive environment for cheatgrass.  In addition, 
higher levels of CO2 may result in higher production and water-use efficiency of cheatgrass 
(Smith et al. 2000). 

Estray livestock and wild horses would continue to inhabit and graze year round in the analysis 
area, which would continue to impact the species composition in the sagebrush, mountain brush, 
and mountain mahogany communities in the Blackrock, Tom Plain, Treasure Hill allotments and 
the allotments on the southern portion of the Grant-Quinn Range.  Heavy and continuous grazing 
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of understory vegetation results in the depletion of native vegetation, which makes sagebrush and 
mountain brush communities susceptible to invasive and noxious weed infestations, soil 
compaction, and erosion concerns.  Estray livestock and wild horses are expected to continue to 
breed and increase in population.  The area the herds use and the impacts they cause would likely 
increase or decrease to correspond with the size of the herds.   

A gather was completed across the Monte Cristo Complex in 2006 and 867 horses were 
removed. When the last census was completed in the spring of 2011, 246 wild horses were 
observed within the Monte Cristo Wild Horse Territory (WHT).  Because of the dry winter, and 
based on visual observations during the 2012 field season, it is estimated there are between 300 
and 350 wild horses in the Monte Cristo WHT and adjoining NFS lands.   

The BLM conducted a gather of wild horses on the Pancake Complex in February 2012.  Of 
the 1115 wild horses gathered, 892 came from the Pancake HMA, 57 from the Jakes Wash HA 
and 166 from the Sand Springs West HMA.  Two hundred eighty seven horses were released 
back into the complex.  The BLM also conducted an emergency gather in September 2012 on 
the southern portion of the Pancake HMA, removing 124 wild horses.  No wild horses were 
gathered from the Monte Cristo WHT or other Forest administered lands due to outdated 
NEPA analysis. 

A Monte Cristo Wild Horse Territory Plan Revision (EA) is being developed to allow for the 
continuation of coordinated gathers with the BLM with the expectation to move populations 
toward the established AML.  This EA is expected to be completed by June 2015.   
Unrestricted off-road travel has several impacts on the species composition in sagebrush, 
mountain brush, and mountain mahogany communities.  Off-road vehicle use can damage plants, 
compact soils, and spread noxious and invasive weeds into these communities.  The 2009 Ely 
Travel Management Plan addressed these impacts by restricting motorized travel to designated 
routes.  The effects of past road, trail, and vehicle use on species composition are reflected in the 
description of the current condition of uplands.  Species composition should remain stable or 
improve over time. 

Recreation activities, such as camping, hiking, and hunting have not historically been a major 
factor in the condition of resources across the analysis area.  Dispersed camping occurs in 
meadow complexes, aspen and cottonwood galleries, and alongside roads in the analysis area.  
Dispersed camping activities can result in trampling or other damage to vegetation, soil 
disturbance, and dispersal of non-natives seeds.  The effects of past recreation activities on 
species composition are reflected in the description of the current condition of uplands.  
Recreation activities are not expected to noticeably increase in the near future, so the effects of 
these activities on species composition should remain stable.   

A variety of forest products are harvested from the analysis area.  The Ely Ranger District issues 
fuelwood permits, which allow the cutting of pinyon, juniper, aspen, and white fir.  Fuelwood 
harvesting is expected to increase because the harvesting of green (live) pinyon and juniper is 
expected to be allowed in certain areas.  Post and pole and Christmas tree permits are also issued 
in the analysis area.  Pine nut gathering is permitted in three designated areas that include 
portions of the Big Creek, Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Pine Creek/Quinn 
Canyon, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments.  The effects associated with the harvest of 
forest products on species composition are reflected in the description of the current condition of 
uplands.  Forest product harvesting activities are not expected to noticeably increase in the near 
future, so the effects of these activities on species composition should remain stable.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition would likely increase or 
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remain stable over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for any of the vegetation groups applied to uplands. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on the percent of bare ground in the 
sagebrush, mountain brush, and mountain mahogany communities.  Existing allotment range 
developments (fences, water developments) would continue to be sources of concentrated 
livestock use during the life of the project.  These developments would continue to cause elevated 
levels of bare ground on over 1,000 acres.  The effects of range developments on bare ground are 
reflected in the current condition for uplands.  No additional activity is being proposed that would 
cause impacts above those acknowledged in the description of the area’s current condition. 

The mineral exploration projects discussed in the species composition section above have also 
impacted the percent of bare ground in the past and could affect the amount of bare ground in the 
future.  The effects of past mineral exploration on the percent of bare ground are reflected in the 
current condition for uplands.  The small size of the planned mineral explorations, along with 
their associated design and reclamation features, should prevent these activities from having any 
meaningful effect on bare ground. 

The vegetation restoration and treatment projects discussed in the species composition section 
above could affect the percent of bare ground, also.  The effects of past prescribed fire and 
vegetation treatment projects on bare ground are reflected in the current condition for uplands.  In 
general, the effects caused by ongoing vegetation treatments are short-term (3 years or less) and 
have minimal adverse effects on the percentage of bare ground.  Over the long term, these 
projects should result in an increase of productivity, abundance, and diversity of understory shrub 
and herbaceous species and reduce the expansion of pinyon-juniper, which should reduce the 
percentage of bare ground in the treated areas. 

Estray livestock and wild horses would continue to inhabit and graze year round in the analysis 
area, which would continue to impact the percent of bare ground in the sagebrush, mountain 
brush, and mountain mahogany communities in the Blackrock, Tom Plain, Treasure Hill 
allotments and the allotments on the southern portion of the Grant-Quinn Range.  Heavy and 
continuous grazing of understory vegetation in these areas results in the depletion of native 
vegetation and increases in bare ground.  Areas depleted of native vegetation are susceptible to 
invasive and noxious weed infestations, soil compaction, and erosion concerns.  Estray livestock 
and wild horses are expected to continue to breed and increase in population.  The area the herds 
use and the impacts they cause would likely increase or decrease to correspond with the size of 
the herds.   

Unrestricted off-road travel has several impacts on the percent of bare ground in sagebrush, 
mountain brush, and mountain mahogany communities.  Off-road vehicle use can damage plants 
and compact soils in these communities.  The 2009 Ely Travel Management Plan addressed these 
impacts by restricting motorized travel to designated routes.  The effects of past road, trail, and 
vehicle use on the percent of bare ground are reflected in the description of the current condition 
of uplands.  Species composition should remain stable or improve over time. 

Recreation activities, such as camping, hiking, and hunting have not historically been a major 
factor in the condition of resources across the analysis area.  Dispersed camping occurs in 
meadow complexes, aspen and cottonwood galleries, and alongside roads in the analysis area.  
Dispersed camping activities can result in trampling or other damage to vegetation, which can 
increase the percent of bare ground.  The effects of past recreation activities on species 
composition are reflected in the description of the current condition of uplands.  Recreation 
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activities are not expected to noticeably increase in the near future, so the effects of these 
activities on species composition should remain stable.   

The harvesting of forest products, discussed above in the species composition section, could also 
have impacts on the percent of bare ground.  Fuelwood harvesting temporarily increases the 
percent of bare ground until the understory species move into the areas opened up by the removal 
of trees.  Collection of forest products can result in trampling or damage to other vegetation, 
which can increase the percent of bare ground.  The effects associated with the harvest of forest 
products on the percent of bare ground are reflected in the description of the current condition of 
uplands.  Forest product harvesting activities are not expected to noticeably increase in the near 
future, so the effects of these activities on bare ground should remain stable. 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground would likely decrease or 
remain stable over the next 10 years.  The percent of bare ground is not expected to fall within the 
non-functioning category in the Matrices for any of the vegetation groups applied to uplands. 

3.4.4.3.2. Alternative 2: Current Management  
Direct and Indirect Effects  

Sagebrush, Pinyon-Juniper, and Mountain Brush Groups  
Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the current trends in upland vegetation conditions 
would continue.  Alternative 2 (Current Management) would allow livestock utilization of up to 
65 percent of herbaceous vegetation at any point in time during permitted season of use.  
However, grazing levels beyond 50 percent may begin to have a detrimental effect on herbaceous 
plants (Dietz 1989).  Livestock grazing can affect sagebrush communities through the direct 
impact of trampling on specific plants and injuring or killing them, or by removing too much of 
the plants too often which could affects its ability to process sunlight and grow healthy vigorous 
roots, leaf material, and seeds.  

On most sites, the grass species in sagebrush communities usually are not grazed at the maximum 
utilization levels.  Steeper slopes and increased distance to water result in less livestock use on 
large portions of the project area.  Most often, maximum utilization levels are reached first in the 
riparian areas and then adjacent uplands.  Livestock use is generally lighter as the slopes and 
distance from water increase.  Livestock are normally removed from the area before the uplands 
have been grazed to the maximum utilization levels.  

These areas receive only light grazing intensity and in some cases receive no grazing use because 
of poor livestock distribution.  Those areas within allotments that receive only light to no grazing 
pressure generally have relatively healthy grass and forb communities with abundant litter and 
ground cover.  The exceptions are those lower elevation sites where cheatgrass has dominated the 
upland vegetation communities.  

Upland vegetation communities on more gentle slopes and in areas where water is more abundant 
or readily accessible are generally grazed more frequently and consistently by livestock within 
the project area.  In general, upland vegetation communities closer to water developments often 
receive a greater intensity of use and may consistently reach 65 percent utilization levels.  In 
areas where current use is 65 percent, areas that are in functioning condition would have the 
potential for a downward trend.  When more than 50 percent of leaves are removed from a grass 
species, plant vigor is negatively affected (Dietz 1989).  There would also be a reduction in litter, 
greater percentages of bare ground, and potential for increases in soil compaction and erosion, 
which would further impact the condition of the upland vegetation communities.  Areas that are 
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used heavily increase the potential for shrub dominance.  Large numbers and high concentrations 
of livestock potentially favor establishment of woody plant species such as sagebrush in 
numerous ways.  Compaction of surface soils may favor recruitment of woody plants over grasses 
(Heitschmidt and Stuth 1991).  The sagebrush community would also be more vulnerable to 
establishment of less desirable annual grasses and forbs and introduction of noxious weeds 
(Anderson and Inouye 2001, Chambers et al. 2007).  

Holechek and others (1998) indicate that utilization standards that approach 65 percent use are 
considered heavy grazing.  In northwestern Arizona, Holechek and others (1998) also noted that 
high utilization (above 50 percent) that occurred in some years harmed desired grasses even when 
followed by rest.  They also documented that rest and deferment were not sufficient to overcome 
the effects of periodic heavy use (65 percent) on primary forage plants when rest rotational 
grazing was applied on big sagebrush range in northern Nevada.  Heavy use (65 percent) during 
the growing season in the Wyoming big sagebrush range in northern Nevada restricted the basal 
area growth (Eckert and Spencer 1987).  Rest and deferment (rest rotation system) were not 
sufficient to overcome the effects of periodic heavy use.  Because livestock grazing would not be 
authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under 
this alternative, the direct and indirect effect to the sagebrush and mountain brush communities in 
these four allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Species Composition 

In areas with moderate grazing (45 percent herbaceous utilization), uplands in functioning 
condition would continue to improve or remain stable.  These uplands would maintain desirable 
plant species composition.  Under extended heavy utilization (greater than 50 percent for multiple 
seasons), even areas currently in functioning condition would experience alterations in species 
composition.  Where heavy grazing occurs in areas that are not in functioning condition, the rate 
of alteration in species composition would be accelerated.  Where current grazing practices are 
reducing or impairing improvement in species composition, grazing management would be 
adjusted to allow for and facilitate improvement of the vegetation resources.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

In areas with moderate grazing (45 percent herbaceous utilization), uplands in functioning 
condition would continue to improve or remain stable.  These uplands would maintain less than 5 
percent bare ground.  Under extended heavy utilization (greater than 50 percent for multiple 
seasons), even areas currently in functioning condition would experience increases in the 
percentage of bare ground.  Where heavy grazing occurs in areas that are not in functioning 
condition, the rate of increase of the percentage of bare ground would be accelerated.  Where 
current grazing practices are resulting in greater than 5 percent bare ground, grazing management 
would be adjusted to allow for and facilitate improvement of the vegetation resources.   

Mountain Mahogany Group  
Livestock, as well as ungulate wildlife (deer and elk), can adversely affect mountain mahogany’s 
ability to regenerate by grazing on seedlings and reducing seed production.  Maximum mountain 
mahogany browse is 50 percent utilization at any point in time during permitted season of use.  It 
appears that individual plants of curl-leaf mountain mahogany can withstand yearly browsing up 
to about 50 percent.  However, long-term survival of the stand requires less utilization because 
they develop seeds on mature (second year) stems.  If terminal stems are browsed every year, no 
seed production can take place.  They often do not produce seed crops each year (Williams 2009).  
Most stands are mature and have young trees establishing on the outer edges of the stands.  A few 
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isolated stands can be affected by cattle loafing or shading under the trees resulting in damage to 
trees in the stands.  These impacts are limited to just a few stands that are generally less than 0.50 
acre in size.  This level of use is likely not occurring in larger stands of mountain mahogany.  
Littleleaf, as well as curlleaf, mountain-mahogany is considered good winter browse for deer and 
elk.  Cattle and sheep will feed on it to some extent during the cold season, but neither is 
generally regarded as a shrub of major significance for livestock (Monzingo 1987).  Because 
livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or 
Troy Mountain allotments under this alternative, the direct and indirect effect to the mountain 
mahogany communities in these four allotments would be identical to those described below for 
all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).  

Species Composition 

In areas with moderate grazing (45 percent herbaceous utilization), areas in functioning condition 
would continue to improve or remain stable.  These areas would maintain desirable plant species 
composition.  Under extended heavy utilization (greater than 50 percent for multiple seasons), 
even areas currently in functioning condition would experience alterations in species 
composition.  Where heavy grazing occurs in areas that are not in functioning condition, the rate 
of alteration in species composition would be accelerated.  Where current grazing practices are 
reducing or impairing improvement in species composition, grazing management would be 
adjusted to allow for and facilitate improvement of the vegetation resources.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

In areas with moderate grazing (45 percent herbaceous utilization), areas in functioning condition 
would continue to improve or remain stable.  These areas would maintain less than 5 percent bare 
ground.  Under extended heavy utilization (greater than 50 percent for multiple seasons), even 
areas currently in functioning condition would experience increases in the percentage of bare 
ground.  Where heavy grazing occurs in areas that are not in functioning condition, the rate of 
increase of the percentage of bare ground would be accelerated.  Where current grazing practices 
are resulting in greater than 5 percent bare ground, grazing management would be adjusted to 
allow for and facilitate improvement of the vegetation resources.   

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on species composition and the percent of bare ground on sagebrush, 
mountain brush, and mountain mahogany communities are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects under Alternative 2 (Current Management) to the 
allotments that would be grazed would be similar to those described under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action), but species composition and the percent of bare ground are expected to 
remain stable or trend downward due to the higher level of direct and indirect impacts under 
Alternative 2 (Current Management).  Conditions could improve, at a slower rate than Alternative 
1 (Proposed Action), if grazing management is adjusted to allow for and facilitate recovery of the 
vegetation and soil resources.   

Species Composition 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition is likely to remain 
stable or decrease over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the 
non-functioning category in the Matrices for any of the vegetation groups applied to uplands. 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest  179 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground is likely to 
remain stable or increase over the next 10 years.  The percent of bare ground is not expected to 
fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any of the vegetation groups applied 
to uplands. 

3.4.4.3.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects  

Sagebrush, Pinyon-Juniper, and Mountain Brush Groups 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) provides the greatest opportunity to maintain uplands in 
functioning condition and improving uplands that are in less than functioning condition.  Under 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), livestock grazing would not continue.  The rate of change 
would be dependent on the current vegetation condition, presence of noxious or invasive weeds, 
and the impacts and influences of other management actions and uses within the project area.  

With the removal of livestock grazing from the sagebrush and mountain brush communities, areas 
that are in functioning condition would maintain that condition.  Adequate litter would be left 
every year to provide ground cover to protect soils from erosion and add organic matter.  This 
would result in the lowest percent of bare ground of the three alternatives.  Grasses and forbs 
would be able to produce seed in adequate quantities to establish new seedlings.  Over time, more 
desirable herbaceous species would be re-established and incorporated into the understory 
vegetation improving species composition, for which the site is capable.  

Some areas that are in functioning-at-risk or non-functioning condition are at new stable 
conditions and would not show improvement with the removal of livestock (Laycock 1999).  For 
example, Wyoming big sagebrush with an understory of cheatgrass may not improve under 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).  The conversion to cheatgrass dominated systems is 
usually caused by fire; however, grazing may have been an important factor in achieving that 
condition.  Perennial grasses did not increase in basin big sagebrush community after 13 years 
without livestock grazing (West et al. 1984).  Once sagebrush dominates the community and the 
understory is reduced, other disturbances such as fire may be necessary to restore the system.  
However, the response can depend on the site and past grazing systems.  After 22 years without 
livestock grazing (Holechek and Stephenson 1983), the response of native grasses and shrubs in a 
degraded basin big sagebrush community depended on the site.  

Some studies indicate recovery with removal of livestock.  In a landscape-level study in Idaho, 
increases of cover of perennial grasses were observed in stressed Wyoming and basin big 
sagebrush after 25 years (Anderson and Inouye 2001).  In Paradise Valley, Nevada, increased 
perennial forbs, grasses, and shrubs were observed after 30 years of rest on a degraded sagebrush 
system (Robertson 1971)  

All of the sagebrush systems in the project area are in functioning-at-risk condition.  These areas 
may currently have increased cover of sagebrush, but remnants of the perennial grass and forb 
understory remain and are expected to allow for recovery of this system.  The time for recovery 
would depend on many factors including site capability and other conditions such as fire and 
drought.  Recovery of Wyoming big sagebrush can be seen after about 25 years (Anderson and 
Inouye 2001, Roberson 1971).  The project area is dominated by mountain big sagebrush and 
mountain brush, which is a more productive system in areas with higher precipitation than the 
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previously discussed studies.  This system should respond to the removal of livestock grazing 
quicker than the Wyoming big sagebrush systems.  

Over time, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the increase of litter and fine 
fuels which may contribute to the return of fire to the sagebrush community.  In the mountain big 
sagebrush communities, fire serves as a beneficial mechanism to achieve the desired ecological 
condition whereas Wyoming big sagebrush communities are much more susceptible to the 
negative effects of type conversion and noxious weed establishment after fire. 

Species Composition 

Species composition would likely improve at a faster rate as compared to the other alternatives 
due to the elimination of livestock grazing.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

Bare ground would likely decrease at a faster rate as compared to the other alternatives due to the 
elimination of livestock grazing.  

Mountain Mahogany Group  
Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), most mountain mahogany stands would see little to 
no change due to the minimal impacts of livestock grazing.  After removal of grazing, the 
condition of the few mahogany stands that are currently being impacted by grazing would 
improve due to the increased regeneration by mountain mahogany seedlings and improved 
understory composition. 

Species Composition 

Species composition would likely improve at a faster rate as compared to the other alternatives 
due to the elimination of livestock grazing.   

Percent of Bare Ground 

Bare ground would likely decrease at a faster rate as compared to the other alternatives due to the 
elimination of livestock grazing. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the greatest and fastest improvement in 
vegetation conditions across the analysis area because livestock grazing would immediately 
cease.  The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis 
area (appendix H) have on bare ground and compaction are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  As the impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a 
corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on vegetation condition.  

Species Composition 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, species composition is likely to 
increase over the next 10 years.  Species composition is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for any of the vegetation groups applied to uplands. 

Percent of Bare Ground 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the percent of bare ground is likely to 
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decrease over the next 10 years.  The percent of bare ground is not expected to fall within the 
non-functioning category in the Matrices for any of the vegetation groups applied to uplands. 

3.4.4.4. Noxious and/or Invasive Weeds 
Whether or not a landscape is disturbed or in pristine condition, the presence of noxious weeds 
signifies an area that is at risk.  Degraded or stressed plant communities can provide open habitat 
or sites for the establishment and increase of noxious weeds.  Many of these communities are on 
benches adjacent to streams and could continue to see the expansion of existing noxious weed 
populations and establishment of new populations. 

Activities associated with livestock grazing can have many effects related to noxious and invasive 
weeds.  Livestock can selectively forage on desired species, transport seeds from undesired 
species, and cause disturbance to soils and microbiotic crusts. 

By selectively foraging on desired plants, livestock can give noxious and invasive weeds a 
competitive advantage over desired plants.  Augustine and McNaughton (1998) speculated that 
selective grazing of palatable plant species reduces their fitness relative to neighboring plants 
with lower palatability.  Palatable, native perennial plant species may produce fewer seeds and 
seedlings in heavily grazed or browsed situations (Crawley 1983, Vavra et al. 2007) and thereby 
place unpalatable invasive species at a competitive advantage.  

Domestic livestock can play a role in transporting weed seed on the Forest in several ways.  
Livestock can enter the Forest with seeds in their fur, hooves, or digestive system from some 
other area (Chambers and MacMahon 1994, Olsen 1999).  The likelihood of animals spreading 
seeds within a given allotment is much greater because they would be utilizing the allotments 
through the flowering season.  Long distance seed dispersal between pastures may occur when 
cattle are rotated (Parks et al. 2005).  Equipment used to manage livestock may also be a source 
of seed transport; this can include OHVs, trucks, and stock trucks.  Trunkle and Fay (1999), 
Parendes and Jones (2000), and Gelbard and Belnap (2003) showed that vehicles and roads were 
major vectors for noxious weed dispersal. 

Livestock trails and livestock congregation areas within the project area provide ideal areas for 
noxious weed establishment.  Within these locations, there is soil disturbance and reduced 
competition from native vegetation (Olsen 1999; Augustine and McNaughton 1998).  Degraded 
or stressed plant communities can provide open habitat or sites for the establishment of noxious 
weeds.  Many of these sites are located on riparian areas, dry benches adjacent to streams, salting 
locations, roadsides, trails, or areas around water developments.  Germination requirements for 
cheatgrass are enhanced when there is a litter layer, or when there is a rough microtopography 
(very small scale variations in the height and roughness of the ground surface) (Young and Evans 
1973).  The microtopography that is needed can be caused by hoof depressions on bare soil 
(Young and Evans 1973).  

As indicated in the Existing Conditions discussion, cheatgrass is widely distributed in the Ely 
Ranger District.  Generally infestations are light.  Predicting the rate of expansion of cheatgrass 
under any of the alternatives is difficult.  Invasion of cheatgrass is often assumed to be 
exacerbated by cattle grazing particularly heavy grazing.  However, the scientific literature 
presents a complex picture of the interactions of various disturbance factors such as grazing, fire, 
insects, and pathogens, and site characteristics such as soil, moisture regime, and competing 
vegetation. 

Cattle grazing has played a role in the spread of cheatgrass and other invasive non-native grasses, 
such as medusahead, although cheatgrass has been shown to spread into ungrazed areas.  Rickard 
(1985) reported on the impacts of cattle grazing on cheatgrass infestation as part of a 3-year 
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experimental grazing study in an area that had not been grazed for at least 30 years.  After 3 years 
of spring grazing in fairly confined areas (22 acre pastures), Rickard noted that trampling was the 
most apparent and persistent damage to the plant community.  Trampling impacts were most 
significant in congregation areas and killed plants growing in fence corners, at gates, and near 
water troughs.  He reports that trampled ground was promptly colonized by annual weeds, 
especially cheatgrass and tumble mustard (Sisymbrium altissimo).  However, these plants did not 
invade other portions of the grazed pastures; this despite three years of grazing that consumed 
one-half to two-thirds of new shoot production. 

Davies and others (2009) also report the results of comparisons of grazed areas with area reserved 
from grazing for over 50 years.  The researchers established and compared four treatment areas: 
grazed and burned, grazed and unburned, ungrazed and burned, and ungrazed and unburned.  
Grazed areas were subjected to low to moderate levels of grazing (30 to 40 percent utilization 
rates).  As might be expected burned plots, whether grazed or ungrazed, had significantly lower 
levels of sagebrush compared to unburned plots.  However, grazed/burned treatments had 
significantly higher cover of perennial grasses than the other three treatments.  Most surprising 
was the difference in cheatgrass response in the various treatments.  Cheatgrass density was 15-
fold greater in the ungrazed/burned treatment than in the other treatments which did not differ 
significantly in cheatgrass density.  From these findings the authors suggest that low-severity 
disturbance may be needed in some plant communities to increase resilience to more severe 
disturbances.  The authors also conclude that modern deviations from historic conditions (such as 
cheatgrass invasion) can alter ecosystem response to disturbances, and thus restoring the 
historical disturbance regime may not be an appropriate strategy for all ecosystems. 

The results are partially duplicated in a study by Courtois and others (2004).  The researchers 
compared 16 sites excluded from grazing for 65 years with neighboring grazed areas.  These 
researchers did not manipulate the fire regime on these sites thus their results are not completely 
comparable to the Davies study.  However, they found relatively little difference in cheatgrass 
densities between grazed and ungrazed sites.  The two sites with higher densities relative to their 
companion site were both ungrazed exclosures.  The authors speculate that the generally higher 
plant litter within the exclosures may provide a refuge and a more optimal seed bed for 
cheatgrass.  No clear trends were seen in species richness with eight sites having greater richness 
outside the exclosures, six sites having greater richness inside the exclosures, and two sites with 
no difference. 

The interaction of site characteristics such as soil type and grazing may play a big role in the 
spread of various invasive species.  There appear to be significant differences in site susceptibility 
to invasion by non-native annual grasses.  In experimental work on establishment of medusahead 
(an aggressive, nonnative, annual grass), Sheley and others (2008) showed that site characteristics 
such as soil type were a bigger determinant of medusahead infestation than level or season of 
defoliation.  The researchers also showed that on susceptible sites early season grazing and higher 
intensity defoliation increases medusahead concentrations.  Conversely, fall defoliation reduced 
density and biomass of medusahead by 50 percent or more.  The authors conclude that both heavy 
defoliation and no defoliation can render a site more susceptible to invasion, and that periodic 
defoliation encourages and stimulates young vigorous growth of desirable species that helps out-
compete medusahead.  This study, which focused on impacts on crested wheat grass sites (also an 
introduced, but more palatable grass species), is consistent with the Davies study summarized 
above that reported the impact of burning on cheatgrass invasion in grazed and ungrazed sites. 

Although the Rickard study cited above noted the quick infestation of trampled sites by 
cheatgrass, several other researchers have also noted that annual grasses such as cheatgrass 
appear more successful than many native species at capturing sites with heavy plant litter and 
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thatch (Courtois et al. 2004, Tausch et al. 1994, Edwards 1992).  This ability to adapt to a wide 
variety of environmental conditions is a hallmark of many of the most successful invasive plant 
species and noxious weeds.  

Significant concerns have also been raised about the potential impacts of a warmer and possibly 
drier climate on the spread of invasive such as cheatgrass and medusahead.  Higher elevation sites 
with cooler temperatures and greater precipitation, such as are represented on Ely Ranger District, 
have generally been more resistant to cheatgrass invasion than surrounding lower elevation lands 
(Tausch et al.1994).  As Chambers and Pellant (2008) note, “The current distribution of 
cheatgrass is limited by the effects of cold temperature…Under warming scenarios the upper 
distributional limit of cheatgrass could greatly expand.”  

Equally problematic is the finding that cheatgrass appears to respond robustly to increased levels 
of atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO2).  In laboratory studies Ziska and others (2005) compared 
cheatgrass responses in various CO2 concentrations representing levels in the early 19th century, 
the levels in the1960s, current levels, and projected levels for 2020.  Increasing CO2 
concentrations increased cheatgrass biomass production significantly and increased the 
indigestible portion of the plant material.  Cheatgrass biomass production in atmospheres 
projected for 2020 was double that of the early 19th century.  It should be noted that many plant 
species respond positively to the “fertilization effects” of CO2, and it is difficult to predict the 
relative plant community impacts to increasing CO2 concentrations (Weltzin et al. 2003).  

Although early season grazing targeting cheatgrass has at times been advocated for cheatgrass 
control, there is little research on the effectiveness of such strategies over time.  There is some 
evidence that such a prescription may be counterproductive.  Clements and others (2008) 
conducted a clipping study that simulated grazing at 0, 30, 60, and 90 percent use levels.  Plants 
subjected to 90 percent grazing produced almost 50 percent more spikelets and 75 percent more 
seed than the plants that were not clipped.  Such results would seem to provide a perverse 
example of the “grazing optimization hypothesis” discussed above in this section. 

Microbiotic crusts have been shown to help stop the spread of cheatgrass.  Deines and others 
(2007) showed a reduction on cheatgrass seed establishment and Serpe and others (2006) showed 
a possible reduction of cheatgrass density when biological crusts were present.  Destruction of 
microbiotic crusts can occur through livestock trampling and vehicle traffic.  Beymer and 
Klopatek (1992) noted a reduction in visible crust cover in grazed study sites.  Belnap (2003) 
concluded that livestock trampling is physically detrimental to biological crust and the subsequent 
loss of crust aided in the invasion of undesirable plants.  Memmott and others (1998) reported 
that areas grazed during the spring or summer experienced significant declines in biological crust 
cover, while areas grazed during the winter had little damage.  Marble and Harper (1989) 
observed similar types of impacts from grazing on biological crust.  

For this discussion, the measurement indicator for comparison of the alternatives is the number of 
acres affected by noxious and invasive weeds.   

3.4.4.4.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 1, the application of moderate end of season utilization levels and rest or 
deferment every 3 years is expected to maintain or improve vegetative communities that are in 
functioning condition.  These utilization levels are expected to reduce the effects of selective 
foraging by giving desired plant species greater opportunity to compete with the noxious and 
invasive weeds.  Adding rest or deferment to the allotment grazing system would reduce the 
impacts to soil conditions and microbiotic crusts, as well.   
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For vegetation communities that are not in functioning condition, the utilization levels are 
expected to reduce the effects of selective foraging by giving desired plant species greater 
opportunity to compete with the noxious and invasive weeds.  Increased cover of native plants 
reduces the likelihood of invasion from noxious weeds (Anderson and Inouye 2001).  More of the 
vegetation would be in stable or upward trend, which would result in decreasing open habitat or 
sites and increased competition from native species.  The increases in native plant cover would 
increase the vegetation communities’ resistance to invasion of non-native species (Anderson and 
Inouye 2001).   

Livestock may continue to disperse the seeds of noxious and invasive plants by picking up or 
ingesting seeds in other areas and then depositing them in the project area.  Activities associated 
with permittee administration, such as off road use of vehicles, would also continue.  Locations 
along cattle trails and near cattle congregation areas within the project area would continue to 
provide areas for noxious weed establishment.  However, where noxious weeds are present and 
the area is determined to be in functioning-at-risk or non-functioning condition, the proper use 
criteria would be adjusted to reduce the influence of livestock on the spread of noxious weeds.   

Treatment of noxious weeds would continue, with available funding, to control and map current 
and new infestations.  Invasive species, such as cheatgrass, would continue to be monitored.  
Efforts to control cheatgrass would be conducted on a site-specific basis.  Depending on the 
amount and success of noxious weed control efforts, the number of acres affected by noxious and 
invasive weeds may be reduced.   

Number of Acres Affected by Noxious Weeds 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the number of acres affected by noxious weeds would 
slowly decline from current levels.  The rate of decline would be faster that Alternative 2 (Current 
Management), but slower than Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the spread of noxious and invasive weeds across the 
project area is likely to be reduced over time.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
activities that would continue to have the potential to affect the analysis area are discuss in 
appendix H.  As the impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding 
reduction in the overall cumulative effects on the vegetation communities, which would allow 
these communities to ward off noxious and invasive weeds more effectively.  Alone, Alternative 
1 (Proposed Action) cannot be expected to fully meet the resource objectives nor provide 
resolution to all of the resource issues as the impacts from past, present, and future management 
activities would continue to or have the potential to affect the analysis area.   

Number of Acres Affected by Noxious Weeds 

Historic and potential future livestock developments associated with grazing allotments can 
create areas of disturbance where noxious weeds can become established.  Noxious weed 
locations associated with allotment developments are currently limited to a few isolated locations; 
however, there is potential risk for future infestations.  The effects of range developments are 
reflected in the current number of acres affected by noxious weeds.  No additional range 
development activity is being proposed that would cause impacts above those acknowledged in 
the description of the area’s current condition. 

Mining and mineral exploration in the vicinity of Troy Mountain, Irwin Canyon, Blackrock and 
Treasure Hill allotments have historically created large areas of disturbance where noxious weeds 
can establish.  These activities have altered vegetation near the springs and streams.  As a result, 
many riparian sites are infested with thistle and other non desirable species.  There are two 
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ongoing and one proposed mineral exploration projects in the analysis area, which could disturb 
around 10 acres of ground.  Vehicle traffic associated with these projects may contribute as a 
vector for dispersal of seed.  Ground disturbing activities associated with mineral exploration may 
include temporary road construction, pad clearing, exploratory hole drilling, and site restoration.  
Mandatory restoration activities following the mining activity would be designed to re-establish 
desired vegetation in the disturbed areas.  The effects of past mineral exploration activities are 
reflected in the current number of acres affected by noxious weeds.  Ongoing mineral exploration 
activities have the potential to cause a slight increase in the number of acres affected by noxious 
weeds. 

Prescribed burning and brush mowing would continue within the analysis area.  These projects 
are discussed in detail in appendix H.  The goal of these projects is to reduce decadent sagebrush 
cover, and improve overall vegetative composition including the growth of forbs, perennial 
grasses, and health of shrubs.  The risk for invasion by noxious and invasive weeds is dependent 
on location; therefore, monitoring and mitigation strategies need to be developed prior to project 
implementation.  Treatment areas would be monitored annually to ensure that no weed 
infestations are identified.  In general, spraying and inventory of invasive and noxious weeds 
would continue and/or increase within the project area for the next 2-3 years due to potential 
future projects.  The effects of past prescribed fire and vegetation treatments are reflected in the 
current number of acres affected by noxious weeds.  Noxious and invasive species would 
continue to expand following ground disturbing activities in the future.  However, in areas where 
rehabilitation and weed treatments are implemented, the rate of spread would be reduced.  Over 
the long-term, implementation of prescribed burns and other vegetative treatments should reduce 
the amount of bare ground and give desired plant species a greater opportunity to compete with 
noxious and invasive weeds.   

Estray livestock and wild horses would continue to inhabit and graze year round in the analysis 
area in the Blackrock, Tom Plain, Treasure Hill allotments and the allotments on the southern 
portion of the Grant-Quinn Range.  These animals have the potential to cause the same effects to 
the environment as permitted livestock, but to a greater degree because they are unregulated and 
remain in the area year round.  Heavy and continuous grazing of understory vegetation results in 
the depletion of native vegetation, which makes native vegetation susceptible to invasive and 
noxious weed infestations.  Estray livestock and wild horses are expected to continue to breed and 
increase in population.  The area the herds use and the impacts they cause would likely increase 
or decrease to correspond with the size of the herds.   

Roads, trails, and vehicle uses create soil disturbance that can easily become infested by noxious 
weeds.  Livestock, wildlife, road maintenance, and vehicles (OHVs, cars, trucks, etc.) contribute 
to the movement of noxious weed infestations on the Ely Ranger District.  Noxious weed seed, 
such as hoary cress, is easily dispersed along roadways and can spread quickly along these routes.  
The implementation of the Ely Travel Management Plan prohibits off-road travel and should 
reduce the spread of noxious and invasive weed seed associated with unrestricted off-road travel.  
Weed infestations are easily located along roads and can be treated efficiently (Gelbard and 
Belnap 2003, Schmidt 1989).  The key is early detection and treatment.  The effects of past and 
ongoing roads, trails, and vehicle uses are reflected in the current number of acres affected by 
noxious weeds.  Noxious and invasive weeds would continue to proliferate along existing open 
roads in the analysis area.  

Dispersed use activities can create disturbed sites and bare ground where noxious weeds can 
become established.  Weed seed can be accidentally transported into an area resulting in a new 
noxious weed infestation.  Visitors can transport new weeds into an area which pose an additional 
risk to vegetative communities.  Future developments have the potential to increase the 
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abundance of noxious weed infestations.  The effects of past and ongoing recreational activities 
are reflected in the current number of acres affected by noxious weeds.  Noxious and invasive 
weeds would continue to establish in disturbed sites across the analysis area. 

The harvesting of forest products on the Ely Ranger District would continue and may increase in 
the future.  These activities have the potential to create soil disturbance that can easily become 
infested by noxious weeds.  Vehicle use can contribute to the movement of noxious weed 
infestations.  Noxious weed seed, such as hoary cress, is easily dispersed along roadways and can 
spread quickly along these routes.  The effects of past and ongoing impacts from forest products 
harvesting are reflected in the current number of acres affected by noxious weeds.  Adverse 
impacts resulting from fuelwood and pine nut harvesting would continue in designated areas.  
Harvesting activities may contribute to the dispersal and creation of new infestations.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the number of acres affected by noxious weeds is 
likely to remain stable and possibly decrease over the next 10 years.  The presence of noxious 
weeds is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any 
vegetation group. 

3.4.4.4.2. Alternative 2: Current Management  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 2 (Current Management) would allow a continuation of livestock grazing under 
current management levels.  The greater utilization levels allow for increased opportunities for 
selective foraging, dispersal of seeds, and disturbance to soils and microbiotic crusts.  Such 
managed grazing would result in areas of concentrated livestock use around troughs and salting 
areas, along fences and gates, and in other areas of concentrated use.  As noted in the Rickard 
(1985) study discussed above, such highly impacted areas can provide an infestation portal for 
cheatgrass.  Trampling associated with livestock grazing would also impact microbiotic crusts.  

Treatment of noxious weeds would continue, with available funding, to control and map current 
and new infestations.  Invasive species, such as cheatgrass, would continue to be monitored.  
Efforts to control cheatgrass would be conducted on a site-specific basis.  Depending on the 
amount and success of noxious weed control efforts, the number of acres affected by noxious and 
invasive weeds may be reduced.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big 
Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under this alternative, the 
direct and indirect effect to the noxious and invasive weeds in these four allotments would be 
identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Number of Acres Affected by Noxious Weeds 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), there is a potential that the levels of utilization and 
disturbance that would be allowed could result in an increase in the number of acres affected by 
noxious weeds as compared to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action). 

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on the number of acres affected by noxious weeds are discussed above under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects under Alternative 2 (Current 
Management) to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to those described under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but the number of acres affected by noxious weeds is likely to 
remain stable or even increase due to the higher level of direct and indirect impacts under 
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Alternative 2 (Current Management).  A reduction in the number of acres affected by noxious 
weeds is possible with adjustments to grazing management.   

Number of Acres Affected by Noxious Weeds 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the number of acres affected by 
noxious weeds is likely to remain stable or increase over the next 10 years.  The presence of 
noxious weeds is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any 
vegetation group. 

3.4.4.4.3. Alternative 3: No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 3, (No Action/No Grazing), livestock grazing would be eliminated from the 
project area.  Without livestock grazing, there would be a reduction in selective foraging or areas 
of soil or microbiotic crust disturbance resulting from livestock grazing activities.  This would 
result in fewer locations where noxious weeds could be easily established.  With the removal of 
livestock from these allotments, the risk that livestock would transport noxious weed seed into the 
analysis area would be reduced.  After removal of livestock grazing, activities associated with 
permittee administration would not continue.   

The scientific literature previously discussed suggests that the removal or prevention of livestock 
grazing, as envisioned by Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), does not necessarily inoculate a 
site against cheatgrass invasion.  A variety of studies and observations by Davies and others 
(2009), Sheley and others (2008), Courtois and others (2004), Edwards (1992), and other 
researchers indicate that a moderate amount of disturbance, including that envisioned by light to 
moderate grazing, could build site resistance to invasive plants. 

Number of Acres Affected by Noxious Weeds 

Without livestock grazing, the number of acres affected by noxious weeds would be reduced.   

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), direct and indirect effects are expected to be the 
lowest of all the alternatives due to the removal of livestock and livestock related actions from the 
analysis area.  The other activities and uses that currently occur on the Ely Ranger District would 
continue to cause disturbance and transport noxious and invasive weed seed.  The impacts of 
these other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities (appendix H) would have are 
discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The noxious weed program would have 
an even higher rate of success in the control of noxious weed infestations if new infestations or 
the spread of infestations by livestock were eliminated.  The removal of livestock, coupled with 
this higher rate of success is expected to result in fewest acres affected by noxious and invasive 
weeds.  

Number of Acres Affected by Noxious Weeds 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the number of acres affected by 
noxious weeds is likely to decrease over the next 10 years.  The presence of noxious weeds is not 
expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 
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3.4.5. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments  
No irreversible or irretrievable commitments of vegetation resources would occur as a result of 
implementation of any of the alternatives. 

3.4.6. Forest Plan Consistency  
Alternative 1 includes a non-significant forest plan amendment to open the Troy Mountain 
Allotment.  With this non-significant forest plan amendment in place, all of the alternatives would 
be consistent with the management direction for range resources in the Forest Plan.   

3.4.7. Specialist Report  
This EIS hereby incorporates by reference the Vegetation (and Range) Specialist Report in the 
project record (40 CFR 1502.21).  The Vegetation Specialist Report is located in the Range folder 
in the Resources section of the project record and contains the detailed data, methodologies, 
analyses, conclusions, maps, references, and technical documentation that were relied upon to 
reach the conclusions in this EIS.  The original vegetation studies can also be found in the project 
record. 
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3.5. Wildlife and Fish 
The way livestock are managed affects wildlife and aquatic resources and their habitats.  This is 
especially true of areas where native species depend on particular habitat elements. 

Direct impacts from livestock grazing include consumption of individual plants, trampled plants, 
and disturbance to animals in sensitive species’ and management indicator species (MIS) habitats.  
Indirect impacts include habitat alterations, such as a reduction or change in vegetative cover, 
species composition, the spread of noxious weeds, manipulation of stream channel form (wider, 
shallower channel, bank shearing), and reduction of water quality, including increases in water 
temperature and/or nutrients. 

Grazing and the resulting condition of the vegetation, habitat structure, soils, and the disturbances 
by livestock influence wildlife, habitat distribution and condition, and population status across the 
district. 

Indicator: 
• Expected changes to habitat quality of affected species (desert bighorn sheep, 

greater sage-grouse, northern goshawk, pygmy rabbit, mule deer, trout, and 
migratory birds). 

Habitats for wildlife species are primarily linked to the vegetation groups that individual wildlife 
species use during their various life stages.  The analysis in this section identifies the applicable 
vegetation groups that are primarily affected by livestock grazing and relies on the analysis in the 
Water Quality and Vegetation sections of this chapter to identify the condition of these vegetation 
groups, which have been categorized in the Matrices (appendix A).  The Matrices consider a set 
of attributes for each vegetation group.  These attributes, considered as a whole, are designed to 
identify the ecological condition of the vegetation group, which includes the quality of the 
wildlife and fish habitat that it provides.  A common threshold of concern shared by all vegetation 
groups occurs when a vegetation group moves into a non-functioning condition.  At that point, 
the area is believed to have lost its capability for ecological resilience and active restoration 
efforts would be required to restore the area.   

3.5.1. Analysis Area 
The analysis area for the direct and indirect effects of the alternatives to wildlife and fish species 
encompasses the lands within the outer boundaries of the Ely Ranger District on the White Pine 
and Grant-Quinn ranges.  The cumulative effects area for this project would include the western 
portions Ely Ranger District, all private lands within its boundaries, and neighboring public and 
private lands outside of its boundaries.  This cumulative effects area allows a determination of 
effects for a wide range of species and their habitats.   

The objective of this section is to describe and analyze the likely effects from project alternatives 
on the important and representative wildlife and fish species that are likely to occur in the 
analysis area.  The species were selected from and organized into the following categories: 

• Intermountain (R4) Regional Forester Sensitive Species (USDA FS 2010 as updated) 
• Humboldt National Forest Management Indicator Species (USDA FS 1986) 
• Migratory bird species (those listed as birds of conservation concern and/or Partners in 

Flight [PIF] priority species) (USDI FWS 2002, Neel 1999, PIF 2009, GBBO 2010) 
• Other species of concern identified by internal and public scoping. 
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Endangered Species Act 
Federally listed threatened, endangered, and candidate species are managed under the authority of 
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (PL 93-205, as amended).  The ESA requires federal agencies 
to ensure that all actions which they “authorize, fund, or carry out” are not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of any threatened, endangered, or proposed species or likely to destroy or 
adversely modify critical habitat.  A list of threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate 
species potentially occurring on the White Pine and Grant-Quinn mountain ranges of the HTNF 
was obtained from USFWS File No. 2010-SL-0324, June 9, 2010 and updated September 27, 
2011).   

There are no federally-listed threatened or endangered wildlife or fish species in the project area, 
although the greater sage grouse, a candidate species, is present.   

Regional Forester Sensitive Species 
Sensitive species are determined by the Regional Forester (USDA FS 2005C, FSM 2670) and are 
those species for which population viability is a concern.  The sensitive determination of 
individual species is based on “significant current or predicted downward trends” in 1) population 
numbers or density or 2) habitat capability that would reduce a species' existing distribution 
(USDA FS 2005c).  The Forest Service Region 4 (R4) species list was used to determine the 
species that might be present in the analysis area.  The R4 sensitive species for which suitable 
habitat may exist include bald eagle, greater sage grouse, northern goshawk, flammulated owl, 
and peregrine falcon, Townsend’s western big-eared bat, spotted bat, pygmy rabbit, Bonneville 
cutthroat trout, and three-toed woodpecker.   

Bald eagle, Bonneville cutthroat trout, and three-toed woodpecker will not be analyzed in this 
document.  Bald eagle may use portions of the project area as a travel route between nesting and 
known winter habitat and there is a small amount of summer habitat near Illipah Reservoir.  None 
of the alternatives are expected to have impacts on bald eagles.  Bonneville cutthroat trout are 
only found in Deep Creek in the Big Creek Allotment.  This allotment would not be grazed under 
any of the alternatives; thus there would be no impacts to Bonneville cutthroat trout under any of 
the alternatives.  Three-toed woodpeckers in Nevada appear to be on the peripheral range of their 
habitat.  In Ely Ranger District, they occur in the Snake Range in high elevation coniferous forest.  
Additional information on these three species is available in the Wildlife and Fisheries Specialist 
Report and Biological Evaluation in the project record. 

Management Indicator Species 
The NFMA provides direction for selecting MIS for Forest planning.  Management indicator 
species are animal species that help indicate the effects and influences of land management on 
large groups of wildlife; MIS habitats are monitored to determine what population changes, if 
any, are induced by management activities.  The Forest Plan identifies sage-grouse, mule deer, 
goshawk, Lahontan cutthroat trout, Bonneville cutthroat trout, and other trout species as MIS.  
This designation requires the Forest to determine the overall effects of Forest management on 
MIS species.  Lahontan cutthroat trout are not found in the project area.  All other MIS species, 
other than Bonneville cutthroat trout, will be addressed in this section. 

The species that will be analyzed in detail in this environmental analysis are listed in table 46. 
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Table 46:  Wildlife and Fish Species Analyzed in Ely Westside Rangeland Project. 
Species Status 

Desert bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis) RFSS2 
Flammulated owl (Otus flammeolus) RFSS2 

Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) ESA1 Candidate Species, RFSS2, MIS3 
Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) RFSS2, MIS3 

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) RFSS2 

Pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus idahohensis) RFSS2 

Spotted bat (Euderma maculatum) RFSS2 

Townsend’s western big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii 
townsendii)  RFSS2 

Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) MIS3 

Trout MIS3 

Migratory birds  
Rocky Mountain elk (Cervus elaphus nelsoni)  
1  Endangered Species Act 
2  Regional Forester Sensitive Species 
3  Management Indicator Species 

Management Direction 
Forest-wide management direction for wildlife and fish include the following goals and 
objectives: 

• Improve the quantity and quality of lake and stream habitats through increased 
coordination with other land use programs, cooperation with Nevada Department of 
Wildlife, and direct habitat improvement (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-4). 

•  Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on maintaining or 
improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges, in cooperation with the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-4).   

• Establish and maintain desert bighorn sheep range and numbers (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-5). 
• Manage classified species, such as bald eagle (E), peregrine falcon (E), Lahontan cutthroat 

trout (T), and Bonneville cutthroat trout (S) habitat, to maintain or enhance their status 
through coordination with other land use programs, agency cooperation, and direct 
habitat improvements.  (Note:  E = endangered, T = threatened, S = Sensitive) (USDA FS 
1986, p. IV-5). 

• Manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to wet meadows and riparian 
areas, and fisheries habitat (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-6). 

• Reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter ranges (USDA 
FS 1986, p. IV-6). 

• Maintain sensitive plant species (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-6).  

Forest-wide management direction for wildlife and fish include the following standards and 
guidelines: 

• Design range improvements to meet and accommodate wildlife/fish needs (USDA FS 
1986, p. IV-28). 

• Protect complexes comprised of moist habitats and adjacent security areas (USDA FS 
1986, p. IV-29). 

• Protect key sage grouse breeding complexes; i.e. strutting grounds and associated nesting 
areas (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-30).   
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• Water developments constructed for livestock will provide access and escape for wildlife 
(USDA FS 1986, p. IV-30).   

• Grazing systems will be developed to enhance riparian zones (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-32). 
• Minimize livestock/big game conflicts on key winter range (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-35). 
• Minimize livestock/fisheries habitat conflicts in riparian areas (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-36).   

The five management areas that are included in the project area include the following direction 
for wildlife and fish: 

Currant Mountain Wilderness Area 
• Current habitat use by threatened, endangered, and sensitive species will be maintained 

and no conflicts from other uses will be permitted.  Populations of hunted MIS will 
be maintained at current levels.  All other MIS will be maintained at levels that 
exceed requirements for minimum viable populations.  Quality of big game winter 
range will be maintained (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 45). 

Grant Range Wilderness Management Area 
• Desert bighorn sheep range will be maintained at current production levels.  

Populations of hunted MIS will be maintained at current levels (USDA FS 1986, 
Amendment 1, p. 31). 

• Manage livestock to be compatible with the wilderness, forage resources and desert 
bighorn needs (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 31). 

• Manage key desert bighorn sheep range (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 33). 

Quinn Management Area 
• The quality of aquatic habitats will be maintained.  Big game winter ranges will be 

maintained at current production levels.  Populations of hunted MIS will be 
maintained at current levels.  All other MIS will be maintained at levels that exceed 
requirements for minimum viable populations (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-186). 

• Adjustments in permitted numbers are anticipated on this area.  Populations of sensitive 
plant species will be maintained.  Maintain an active range program that is 
compatible with other resource uses.  Cost-effective management systems and 
techniques are emphasized to achieve optimal production and use of forage on all 
suitable range and to improve the range resource (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-186-7). 

• Manage and improve water quality and soil conservation through proper range 
management practices.  All activities will be constrained as necessary to protect 
water quality and maintain soil productivity (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-187). 

• Manage desert bighorn sheep winter and summer range (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-188). 
• Protect key desert bighorn sheep winter habitat in Irwin and Troy Canyons and Little 

Meadows (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-188). 
• Improve the quality and quantity of terrestrial and riparian habitats (USDA FS 1986, p. 

IV-189). 

Quinn Canyon Wilderness Management Area 
• Current habitat used by threatened, endangered, or sensitive species will be maintained 

and no conflicts from other uses will be permitted.  The quality of aquatic habitats 
will be maintained.  Populations of hunted MIS will be maintained at current levels.  
All other MIS will be maintained at levels that exceed requirements for minimum 
viable populations (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 35). 

• Populations of sensitive plants will be maintained (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 
36). 

• Manage key desert bighorn winter range (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 37). 
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White Pine Management Area 
• Populations of hunted Management Indicator Species (MIS) will be maintained at 

current levels.  All other MIS will be maintained at levels which exceed minimum 
viable populations.  Quality of aquatic and big game winter range will be maintained 
(USDA FS 1986, p. IV-179). 

• Maintain an active range program that is compatible with other resource uses.  Cost-
effective management systems and techniques are emphasized to achieve optimal 
production and use of forage on all suitable range and to improve the range resource 
(USDA FS 1986, p. IV-179). 

• All activities will be constrained as necessary to protect water quality and maintain soil 
productivity (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-180). 

• Manage desert bighorn sheep winter and summer range (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-182). 
• Reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-182). 
• Generally defer livestock use on fenced meadows until August 15 of each year to 

minimize impacts to grouse brood habitat.  Specific direction will be outlined in the 
annual plan of use (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-182). 

3.5.2. Current Condition  

3.5.2.1. Desert Bighorn Sheep  [Sensitive] 
It has been estimated that bighorn sheep were the most numerous and widely distributed large 
ungulate in Nevada.  The statewide estimate in 2001 was 6,500 bighorn sheep across 74 mountain 
ranges.  This decline has been attributed to European settlement and the subsequent introduction 
of diseases as well as the alteration and/or destruction of bighorn habitat (NDOW 2001).  
Although all subspecies of bighorn sheep occur in Nevada, only the desert bighorn sheep occurs 
within the analysis area.  The current desert Bighorn sheep population for Nevada is estimated to 
be 7,400 (NDOW 2010a). 

During the summer, desert bighorn sheep rely on the low sage, tall forb, mountain big sage, and 
mountain brush habitat groups at higher elevations.  Due to the extreme ruggedness of their 
summer habitat, there is little spatial overlap in grazing with livestock or wild horses.  During the 
winter, desert bighorn sheep use the Wyoming big sage and black sage habitat groups, in the 
lower elevations.  The vegetative characteristics for these habitat groups are described in the 
Matrices (USDA FS 2009).  Increasingly, disease transmission between wild and domestic sheep 
has become a problem across the western United States (Lawrence 2010, Wehausen et al. 2011).  
Bighorn sheep have little resistance to pneumonia-causing bacteria carried by domestic sheep and 
goats, and massive die-offs have occurred in Idaho and Nevada.  To date, neither the bighorn 
sheep population in the Currant Mountains or in the Grant Range has experienced any 
documented disease-related mortality (Podborny 2010a, pers. comm.).  

Two desert bighorn sheep herds occur within the project area.  The Troy Canyon area in the Grant 
Range is home to a resident herd of desert bighorn sheep.  The habitat for this herd stretches 
across the Cherry Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, and Troy Mountain allotments (map 
18).  An early estimate in 1959 indicated a population of over 200 desert bighorns on the winter 
range in Troy Canyon.  In 1961, a ground survey showed 66 bighorns between Little Meadows 
Creek and Irwin Canyon.  Since then the population has fluctuated, but overall has shown a 
declining trend.  The bighorn habitat in the Troy Canyon area from Little Meadows Creek to 
Irwin Canyon and the upper elevations near Troy Peak is still intact and permanent water is 
available at Little Meadows, and Troy and Irwin canyons (Podborny 2010a, pers. comm.).  This 
herd was augmented with 26 sheep in October 2005 and with 22 sheep in January 2007.  Radio 
collars and global positioning system collars were put on 19 of the animals (all ewes).  To date, 
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information gathered from the collared ewes shows they do not move outside the Grant 
Wilderness area along the eastern side (Podborny 2010a, pers. comm.).  The 2010 population 
estimate was 90 bighorn sheep with the core population distributed between Irwin Canyon and 
Little Meadow Creek (NDOW 2010a).  The Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) plans to 
continue monitoring the population to determine the success of the most current release and the 
feasibility of future releases (Podborny 2011, pers. comm.).   

The second desert bighorn sheep herd is located in the Currant Mountain Wilderness Area on the 
southern end of the White Pine Range.  The habitat for this herd stretches across the Blackrock, 
Currant Creek, and Ellison Basin allotments (map 18).  There were relatively frequent sightings 
of small groups of desert bighorn sheep in this herd area during the late 1980s.  The NDOW 
released 25 desert bighorn sheep from the Monte Cristo Range into this herd area in mid-January 
1999.  Telemetry tracking of six ewes has shown that these sheep have dispersed widely and half 
the radio collared sheep moved across the valley to a range of hills with lower tree cover by 
September 1999 (Podborny 2010a, pers. comm.).  In October 2007, NDOW released 24 bighorns 
from Mt. Jefferson (Toquima Range) into the White Pine Range.  This release has been 
successful with all bighorn sheep residing in the White Pine Range with many living in the higher 
elevations of the Currant Wilderness for most of the year.  The 2010 NDOW population estimate 
for this herd is 110 bighorns (NDOW 2010a). 
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Map 18:  Bighorn Sheep Habitat in Project Area 
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3.5.2.2. Flammulated Owl [Sensitive] 
Flammulated owls are a sensitive species and a migratory bird.  Their summer habitat is usually 
found in mature stands of white fir, subalpine fir, and limber pine; open stands of large Jeffrey 
pine; and ponderosa pine mixed with aspen (Neel 1999).  In Nevada, flammulated owls will also 
use old aspen stands (Hayward and Verner 1994).  The vegetative characteristics of the aspen 
habitat group are described in the Matrices (appendix A).  Flammulated owl roosting occurs in 
fairly dense stands, while more open stands are used for foraging for insects, mainly moths.  
These owls nest in the cavities of snags and large live trees excavated by woodpeckers (Hayward 
and Verner 1994, Wisdom et al. 2000).  There are known nesting sites for flammulated owls 
within both the White Pine and Grant-Quinn mountain ranges. 

Flammulated owls occur in limited areas in the mid to higher elevations within the White Pine 
and Grant-Quinn mountain ranges.  They have been found in aspen, white fir, and some 
bristlecone pine habitats in Scofield Canyon in the Grant Range and in McEllen and Seligman 
Canyons in the White Pine Range in 2005 (Mika 2006).  There are about 1,540 acres of potential 
flammulated owl habitat within the Grant-Quinn Range and 845 acres in the White Pine Range.  
Most of the habitat for flammulated owls in the Grant-Quinn Range occurs within the Grant 
Range and Quinn Canyon Wilderness areas within the Troy Mountain, Irwin Canyon, and Big 
Creek allotments.  Flammulated owl habitat within the White Pine Range occurs around the 
Mount Hamilton area within the Treasure Hill Allotment.  These habitat types tend to occur along 
the steeper slopes and higher elevations of both ranges.   

3.5.2.3. Greater Sage Grouse  [Sensitive, MIS, and Candidate Species] 
Sage grouse are a R4 Regional Forester Sensitive Species and a MIS for the Humboldt National 
Forest.  The sage-grouse was selected as the MIS for healthy and productive sagebrush 
communities.  The species underwent status review by US Fish and Wildlife Service in 2010 and 
their finding is that the sage grouse was warranted but precluded from listing under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) throughout its range (Fed. Reg., March 4, 2010).  The candidate 
species will undergo another review by the FWS in 2015.  These birds range from southern 
British Columbia, Alberta, and Saskatchewan south to western Colorado, Utah, Nevada, and 
eastern California.  Sage grouse populations are known to fluctuate dramatically from year to 
year, but historical data suggests these animals are on the decline throughout their range (Braun 
1998, Connelly and Braun 1997).  In Nevada, they occupy the northern two-thirds of the state.  
Sage grouse prefer open country such as plains, foothills, and sagebrush semi-deserts.  They tend 
to use lower elevation sites for leks (mating grounds) and often rely on slightly higher elevation 
sites for nesting and brooding.  The Forest Plan identifies sage grouse as an indicator of the 
condition and trend of the sagebrush/grassland and riparian community types. 

At least five sage grouse strutting grounds are known to exist in the White Pine Range (map 19).  
Additional leks sites are known to exist on BLM lands adjacent to the Forest.  Summer and 
nesting/early brood rearing habitat in the White Pine Range is primarily located along the north-
central part of the mountain range.  This habitat is used by resident sage grouse; and is likely used 
by migratory sage grouse that come in seasonally from surrounding lands at lower elevations.  
Winter habitat in the White Pine Range primarily overlaps with the mapped summer and 
nesting/early brood rearing habitat.  The vegetative characteristics for these habitats are 
represented in the meadows, sagebrush, and mountain brush habitat groups in the Matrices 
(appendix A). 

There are no known leks in the Grant-Quinn Range.  The closest known lek is in the Kirch 
Wildlife Management Area, 12.5 miles northeast of the project area, which has not been active 
for over 10 years (D. Johnson, per comm. 2010).  The closest known active lek is the Lewis Well 
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Reservoir Lek within the Cave Valley Population Management Unit, 26 miles to the east (Scott 
2010, pers. comm.).  Sage grouse nesting/early brood rearing habitat, as defined by NDOW, is 
primarily confined to the fringes along the eastern slopes in the Grant-Quinn Range, while the 
entire range is considered summer and winter habitat.  A historic lek located on BLM lands near 
Adaven along the eastern edge of the Grant-Quinn Range was visited in April 2007 by district 
personnel.  No sign of sage grouse use was seen and much of the area now has pinyon and juniper 
trees.  Sage grouse winter habitat is primarily confined to lower elevation habitat, outside of the 
HTNF, along the eastern side of the Grant-Quinn Range.   

Dense sagebrush cover is important to nesting success of sage grouse (Connelly et al 2000).  
Broods occupy a variety of habitats during summer, including sagebrush, wet meadows, 
farmland, and other irrigated areas adjacent to sagebrush habitats (Connelly et al. 2000).  Summer 
and dispersal habitat consists of sagebrush mixed with areas of wet meadows, riparian, or 
irrigated fields.   

Most sage grouse nests occur under sagebrush.  Sage grouse usually nest in sagebrush stands with 
canopy cover of 15 to 30 percent (Connelly et al. 2000, USDI BLM 2004).  Once the relative 
cover of sagebrush exceeds 30 percent, sage grouse no longer select these sagebrush areas for 
nesting (Connelly et al. 2000).  Grass height and cover also are important components of sage 
grouse nest sites.  Herbaceous cover associated with nest sites, provides scent, visual, and 
physical barriers to potential predators (DeLong et al. 1995).  Most nests are within 4 miles of a 
lek, (Connelly et al. 1991, Connelly et. al. 2000) but some females may nest more than 12 miles 
away (Autenrieth 1981).   
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Map 19:  Capable Sage Grouse Habitat (including leks) on the White Pine Range 
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Map 20:  Sage Grouse Habitat on Capable Rangelands on the White Pine Range 
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Map 21: Capable Sage Grouse Habitat on the Grant-Quinn Range 
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Map 22:  Sage Grouse Habitat on Capable Rangelands on the Grant-Quinn Range 
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Sage grouse breed between mid-February and mid-May with nesting and brood-rearing occurring 
May through July (NDOW 2004b).  Sage grouse build nests in the vicinity of a lek from 7 to 10 
days after breeding.  Early brood-rearing areas occur in upland sagebrush habitats close to nest 
sites.  These areas may be relatively open stands of sagebrush with greater than 15 percent 
canopy cover of grasses and forbs (Connelly et al. 2000).  Plant species richness with abundant 
forbs and insects characterize brood areas.  As sage grouse habitat becomes drier, broods move to 
more wet meadows where grasses and insects are still available, usually during June and July 
(Autenrieth 1981, Klebenow 1985, NDOW 2004b). 

Within the White Pine Range, springs, seeps, meadows, riparian areas, and high elevation 
sagebrush basins provide important brood-rearing habitats.  These areas provide water, succulent 
forbs, and insects, which are important to young sage-grouse.  Important brood-rearing habitats 
occur within the Ellison Basin, Illipah, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments.  Potential 
wintering habitats, defined by south-facing and/or wind-swept gentle slopes, occur on the Currant 
Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill allotments in the White Pine Range 
and along the eastern border of the Cherry Creek and Troy Mountain allotments in the Grant-
Quinn Range.  The known leks (nesting habitat, map 21) are within the Tom Plain Allotment and 
others are located outside the project area on BLM lands.  

Summer habitat consists of sagebrush mixed with areas of wet meadows, riparian, or irrigated 
agricultural fields (Neel 2001).  In early fall, sage grouse form flocks as brood groups, break up, 
and then move toward winter range.  Sage grouse feed almost entirely on sagebrush during the 
winter.  The amount of snow usually determines winter use areas.  Sagebrush needs to be exposed 
at least 10 to 12 inches above snow level to provide both food and cover for wintering sage 
grouse (Klebenow 1985, Neel 2001).  

Habitat was assessed for sage-grouse as part of the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest MIS and 
Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA FS 2008b).  The assessment identified capable 
habitat based on vegetation types, canopy cover, and distance to mapped leks.  Capable habitat is 
divided into one of two conditions: satisfactory or unsatisfactory.  Capable habitat in satisfactory 
condition provides habitat suitable for the species.  Capable habitat in unsatisfactory condition is 
missing or has an inadequate amount of some limiting habitat attribute(s) required by the species, 
but with management action(s) designed to improve degraded habitat attributes, could once again 
become satisfactory habitat over time.  Unsatisfactory habitat conditions that might be a result of 
livestock grazing include concentrated livestock use near nests or active leks, 
trampling/displacement within 2 miles of strutting ground, and overgrazing of grass cover within 
sagebrush nesting cover.  Unsatisfactory habitat conditions not directly linked to livestock 
grazing include pinyon-juniper encroachment, in terms of increase in acres and domination of 
canopy cover and catastrophic wildfire resulting in conversion to cheatgrass. 

Habitat attributes that are affected by grazing include removal of the grass/forb understory 
component of sagebrush stands, not allowing for recruitment of residual cover in and around 
sagebrush for nesting cover.  Overuse leads to bare ground in and around sagebrush.  Overuse in 
riparian strips and meadow/spring areas removes vegetation needed for brood rearing insect 
habitat.  

The parameters of the 2008 habitat modeling were determined to be adequate for the project area.  
Of the 348,324 acres within the White Pine Range, 24,124 acres are considered capable nesting 
habitat and 163,030 acres are considered capable forage habitat (map 19).  Within the 221,506 
acres in the Grant-Quinn Range, there is no capable nesting habitat due to the distance to an 
active lek, but there is 97,532 acres of capable foraging habitat (map 21).  See table 47 for a 
breakdown of habitat acres by allotment.   
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Maps 20 and 22 and table 48 display the intersection of the sage-grouse habitat and capable 
rangelands in the project area by allotment.  In the White Pine Range, of the 24,124 acres of 
capable nesting habitat, 92 percent (22,178 acres) occur on capable rangelands.  Of the 163,030 
acres of capable foraging habitat, 82 percent (133,038 acres) occur on capable rangelands.  There 
is no capable nesting habitat in the Grant-Quinn Range.  Of the 97,532 acres of capable foraging 
habitat, 70 percent occur on capable rangelands.  The majority of the nesting and foraging habitat 
that occur on capable rangelands are presently in functioning-at-risk condition as determined by 
the Matrices ecological scorecards.  Rangelands that are functioning-at-risk are in a condition to 
have reversible loss in capability and increased vulnerability to irreversible degradation.  Many of 
these areas fall into this condition because of encroachment by pinyon-juniper into the brush 
communities.  

Table 47:  Acres of Capable Sage Grouse Habitat.  

Allotment 
Capable Nesting Habitat (acres) Capable Forage Habitat (acres) 

Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Total Acres Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Total Acres 

W
hi
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in
e R
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ge

 Blackrock 64 0 64 30,832 5,627 36,549 
Currant Creek None None None 19,265 5,546 24,811 
Ellison Basin 2,485 21 2,506 25,153 6,293 31,446 
Illipah 8,682 420 9,102 14,089 2,680 16,769 
Tom Plain 9,186 269 9,455 16,180 4,650 20,830 
Treasure Hill 2,600 397 2,997 27,598 5,117 32,715 

Total 23,017 1,107 24,124 133,117 29,913 163,030 

Gr
an

t-Q
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Big Creek None None None 12,252 3,322 15,574 

Cherry Creek None None None 17,026 3,338 20,364 

Hooper Canyon None None None 8,790 2,781 11,571 

Irwin Canyon None None None 9,021 1,008 10,029 
Pine Creek/ 
Quinn Canyon None None None 17,557 6,165 23,722 

Troy Mountain None None None 11,828 4,444 16,272 

Total None None None 76,474 21,058 97,532 
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Table 48:  Acres of Sage Grouse Habitat That Intersect with Capable Rangelands. 

Allotment1 
Capable Nesting Habitat (acres) Capable Forage Habitat (acres) 

Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Total Acres Satisfactory Unsatisfactory Total Acres 

W
hi

te
 P

in
e R

an
ge

 

Black Rock None 54 54 22,870 2,732 25,602 

Currant Creek None None None 11,694 3,807 15,501 

Ellison Basin 21 2,383 2,404 21,934 5,806 27,740 

Illipah 159 4,387 4,546 12,214 1,420 13,634 

Tom Plain 264 8,343 8,607 14,882 4,004 18,886 

Treasure Hill 370 2,488 2,858 21,917 3,722 25,639 
Total 814 17,665 18,469 105,511 21,491 127,002 

Gr
an

t-Q
ui

nn
 R
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ge

 

Big Creek None None None 6,840 1,162 8,002 
Cherry Creek None None None 7,763 1,681 9,444 
Irwin Canyon None None None 5,970 525 6,495 
Hooper 
Canyon None None None 3,591 1,089 4,680 

Pine Creek/ 
Quinn Canyon None None None 12,240 3,119 15,359 

Troy Mountain None None None 6,939 2,010 8,949 
Total None None None 43,343 9,586 52,929 

1  Acres of capable sage grouse habitat within capable rangeland areas in the white Pine and Grant-
Quinn ranges. 

 
In October 2012, the USFS released “Interim Conservation Recommendations for Greater 
Sage-grouse and Greater Sage-grouse Habitat for USFS Regions 1, 2, and 4” (USDA FS 
2012). The goal of these recommendations is to maintain the integrity of sage-grouse habitat 
until land management plans are amended.  Recommendations are based on protecting sage-
grouse habitat as mapped by NDOW (Greater sage-grouse Habitat Categorization Map, 2012). 
Sage-grouse habitat is mapped as preliminary priority habitat (PPH) and preliminary general 
habitat (PGH). The NDOW map was created using satellite imagery.  Map 23 displays how 
PPH and PGH are located on the White Pine Range (there is none within the Grant-Quinn 
Range) and table 49 shows the acres of PPH and PGH with each allotment.  Since the NDOW 
map was created using satellite imagery rather than measured habitat parameters, the acres of 
habitat within each allotment show some inconsistencies with the acres displayed above for 
capable and suitable habitat.   The RSAC vegetation data, which was used in the Humboldt 
Forest MIS Report (2008) of capable and suitable habitat more accurately reflects sage grouse 
habitat across the Forest than the Interim Conservation Model.  The RSAC data was ground-
truthed prior to the Forest using it and has been validated based on field observation.  The 
model used in the Humboldt Forest MIS Report (2008) was more accurate, and therefore 
remains the model used for this analysis. 
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The combination of conservation recommendations from the Interim Conservation 
Recommendation document with stipulations from the previous analysis produces the 
following conservation measures: 
 

• No concentrating activities within 0.5 miles of a lek 
• Avoid opening any allotments within 4 miles of leks before June 30 (protects 

nesting/early brood-rearing) or within 0.5 miles before May 15 (protects breeding). 
• Within 1.25 miles of active leks or in movement corridors between leks and roost 

locations, all proposed fences would be mitigated with proper siting, marking, and post 
and pole construction; all existing fences would be marked; and all fences that are no 
longer needed would be removed. 

• If vegetation in allotments are functioning ‘at risk’ will develop the appropriate 
composition and structure for sage-grouse after the numbers are modified. If not, 
adjust appropriately. 
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Map 23:  Preliminary Priority Habitat (PPH) and Preliminary General Habitat (PGH) for 
Sage Grouse on the White Pine Range 
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Table 49:  Acres of PPH and PGH by Allotment in White Pine Range.  

Allotment Preliminary Priority Habitat Preliminary General Habitat 

Blackrock 5,844 acres 9,885 acres 
Currant Creek 3,399 acres 882 acres 
Ellison Basin 5,837 acres 2,944 acres 
Illipah 16,416 acres 817 acres 
Tom Plain 13,395 acres 1,708 acres 
Treasure Hill 13,657 acres 6,531 acres 

Total 56,282 acres 22,850 acres 
 

The Forest Plan sets population goals for sage grouse at a minimum population of 3,900 sage 
grouse and a maximum potential of 40,000 sage grouse for the Forest (USDA FS 1986).  Sage 
grouse populations within the state of Nevada are currently estimated at approximately 68,500 
birds (NDOW 2006).  Sage grouse populations in the state peaked during the late 1970s; 
however, they have been on a steady decline since then (Connelly et al. 2000) and are currently 
down an estimated 49 to 60 percent from their peak (Neel 2001).  These declines may have 
resulted from multiple factors that included hard winters and heavy snow years during the early to 
mid 1980s which were followed by multiple drought periods during the 1980s, 1990s and the past 
few years.  Long-term population densities and distribution of sage grouse have also been 
reduced due to reduction of habitat from fire, overgrazing, and conversion to agriculture.   

In Nevada, sage grouse populations were monitored through lek counts during the spring and 
through analysis of hunter wing returns.  These counts were coordinated by NDOW.  Counts are 
not completed at each lek.  A small percentage of leks have been surveyed each year to determine 
sage grouse trends in Nevada.  Many sage grouse populations throughout Nevada have shown 
increasing trends from 2002 to 2006.  However, since 2006, sage grouse populations have 
declined in several areas.  Wildfires that occurred from 1999 to 2007 diminished the amount of 
available sage grouse habitat.  In addition to this direct habitat loss, weather patterns during 2006 
and 2007 were not conducive to sage grouse production or recruitment (NDOW 2009). 

Minimum population estimates for the White Pine County planning area show increasing 
population estimates from 2003 to 2006, then numbers decrease in 2008 and 2009.  Trend leks 
were down 17 percent in 2009 (C. Baughman 2010, per comm.).  The projection for the 2009 to 
2010 season is for sage grouse populations to experience a slight upward trend considering the 
improvement in production exhibited in 2008, as well as the expectation that production and 
recruitment in 2009 would also be an improvement over 2006 and 2007 numbers (NDOW 2009).  
Sage grouse minimum spring breeding population estimates for 2010 for the Butte/Buck/White 
Population Management Unit is 5,579 to 7,518 sage grouse and for the state the minimum spring 
breeding population estimates for 2010 are 80,395 to 98,424 (C. Baughman 2011b, pers. comm.). 

3.5.2.4. Northern Goshawk [Sensitive and MIS] 
The northern goshawk is a sensitive species and a MIS in the Forest Plan, which identifies 
goshawks as an MIS for old-growth cottonwood, aspen, and fir stands associated with riparian 
areas.  Nesting habitat for the northern goshawk in Nevada is typically small stands of aspen and 
cottonwood that are surrounded by shrub-steppe at elevations between 6,000 to 10,000 feet 
during the warmer months, and in lower foothills and valley habitats during the winter (Herron et 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

208   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

al. 1985).  Aspen occurs in naturally fragmented stands surrounded by shrub steppe or mountain 
brush communities and is often limited to riparian areas and adjacent slopes or in the higher 
elevations with white fir.  Cottonwood stands occur within some of the riparian communities.  
The vegetative characteristics for the aspen and cottonwood habitat groups are described in the 
Matrices (appendix A). 

Ground squirrels are the main prey for northern goshawks during the nesting season.  Northern 
goshawks may winter in the nesting habitat, migrate to lower elevations, or migrate out of the 
state (Neel 1999).  Northern goshawks use a variety of habitats for foraging.  Foraging habitat 
may be as closely tied to prey availability as to any one habitat composition or structure (Wisdom 
et al. 2000).  Foraging has been documented to occur in heavy canopied forests with open 
understories.  Over 50 prey species, including mammals, birds, and insects, are known to be 
consumed by northern goshawks (DeGraaf et al. 1991, Reynolds et al. 1992).  Northern goshawks 
have been observed foraging within aspen stands, in small sagebrush inclusion in aspen stands, 
along aspen stand ecotones, and in open sagebrush conditions (Younk and Bechard 1994).  The 
vegetative characteristics for the sagebrush and mountain brush habitat groups are described in 
the Matrices (appendix A).   

Northern goshawks generally use perches to identify prey while hunting, so they probably do not 
forage in expansive treeless areas (Younk and Bechard 1994).  A northern goshawk territory 
contains multiple nest sites and it is likely that use of specific nests alternates from one year to the 
next.  Although northern goshawks forage in a larger area around the nest stand, mature forest 
remains important for both foraging and roosting.  Their prey consists of numerous species of 
small- and medium-sized birds and mammals.  Foraging habitat of the northern goshawk could be 
affected from grazing by reducing the amount food and cover for species, such as the Belding 
squirrel (Urocitellus beldingi) (Younk and Bechard 2002).  

The Forest Plan has identified a minimum population level of 500 pairs of northern goshawks and 
a maximum potential population Forest-wide of 1,000 pairs of northern goshawks.  These 
numbers were established through consultation with NDOW.  The numbers were based primarily 
on known nest sites and an estimate of habitat.  The current population of goshawks on the 
Humboldt National Forest is estimated to be 229 pairs (USDA FS 2006).   

In 2010, NDOW conducted surveys in selected goshawk nesting habitat to assess population 
status in central and northeast Nevada.  Old-age class aspen stands were targeted.  Sixteen active 
nesting territories were located (nine within historical territories and seven previously unknown 
territories).  Eighteen historical territories were occupied by six non-target species, of which red-
tail hawks and Cooper’s hawk comprised a majority (67 percent).  While conditions were not 
always ideal, bird of prey surveys produced a considerable amount of data in 2010.  Many 
historical northern goshawk territories surveyed in 2010 had not been surveyed for many years.  
As a result, a number of these territories are no longer suitable nesting habitat.  The aspen groves 
have converted or are converting to early successional stages.  These sites are marked by a more 
open canopy, mature trees reaching the end of their life cycle, and young trees coming up.  For 
some territories this is not an issue since they have a variety of age classes within the stand, with 
middle age trees replacing the older ones as they are lost.  However, a number of the territories 
have age classes that are either old or young, with few trees of an age in between resulting from 
long-term grazing that removed recruitment from the stand.  It will take these territories longer to 
cycle back into desirable breeding habitat for the goshawk.  A further complication of a more 
open and lower successional quaking aspen canopy in Nevada is the invasion of, or replacement 
by, nesting species that do not necessarily require the closed canopies that goshawks prefer.  
Seven different nesting species occupied 38 historical northern goshawk nesting territories in 
Nevada during 2009 and 2010 (NDOW 2010b.) 
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Local and regional population trends for northern goshawks are unknown.  Information reviewed 
by the US Fish and Wildlife Service indicated that data regarding goshawk population trends is 
limited, and interpretation of migration or seasonal bird count data is problematic due to low 
numbers observed, bias in methodology, and irruptive migrations (USDI FWS 1998).  Anderson 
and others (2004) determined that existing data related to goshawk population trend in the 
western United States is inadequate to assess population trends (Anderson et al. 2004).  Breeding 
Bird Survey (BBS) trends for this species are shown to have low credibility for all regions due to 
small samples or low imprecision (Sauer et al. 2011).  In addition to low regional sample size, 
random events such as drought and weather events tend to increase variability in the data.  For 
example, long-term trends in goshawk reproduction in the Bull Run and Independence mountain 
ranges of northern Nevada were significantly related to weather, with a stronger influence of 
temperature than of precipitation (Fairhurst and Bechard 2005).  Woodyard and others (2003) 
noted a decline in total goshawks recorded (1) in surveys conducted in eastern Nevada in 2002 
versus those recorded by Medin in 1981-1982 (6), but the authors do mention that their work was 
conducted during a wet year, whereas Medin conducted surveys during a dry year (USDA FS 
2008b). 

Goshawks have been known to nest along drainages with cottonwoods and in aspen areas within 
the White Pine and Grant-Quinn mountain ranges.  

Table 50:  Known and Historic Goshawk Nesting Territories. 

Allotment Field Survey Location Years Known to be Active 
White Pine Range 

Currant Creek 
  Campsite at Currant Creek 2004 
  Currant Creek 2010, 2011 
  Little Currant Creek 1995, 1997, 1998, 2001 

Ellison Basin 
  Lower-Middle White River 1981, 1984, 1985 
  South Fork White River Campground 1978, 1980 
  Upper White River 1994, 1995, 2004 

Illipah   Aspen Springs 1978, 1984, 1985 
Grant-Quinn Range 
Big Creek   Big Creek  1988 
Cherry Creek   Little Cherry Creek 1979 
Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon   South Fork Cottonwood 1981,1990 1991 

Source:  data from NDOW GIS data layer and nesting data on file at district office. 

Field surveys were conducted within the analysis area in the spring of 2007 through 2011.  Active 
nests were found in Currant Creek in 2010 and 2011 in the White Pine Range.  Years with low 
precipitation (2006 through 2009, for example) can affect goshawk nesting success (C. 
Baughman and J. Williams, per. comm. 2009).   

Most of the aspen stands within the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges are in poor condition.  
There is a lack of the regeneration and sapling age classes of aspen and a lack of diversity of 
native grasses and forbs.  Most of this decline can be attributed to historic (pre 1920s) 
unregulated grazing practices.  Domestic livestock numbers have decreased since that time, but 
wild horse numbers have increased, mule deer numbers have fluctuated over the years, and elk 
began to move into the White Pine Range in the early 1990s.  The exclusion of fire in the area has 
also impacted aspen health.  Fire’s role with aspen is to rejuvenate it, setting it back to an earlier 
successional stage.  With the suppression of fire, this rejuvenation has not occurred.  All of these 
factors have contributed to the poor condition of the stands today, which affects available nesting 
habitat in satisfactory condition for goshawk.   
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Map 24: Goshawk Capable and Satisfactory Habitat on the White Pine Range 
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Map 25: Goshawk Habitat on Capable Rangelands on the White Pine Range 
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Map 26: Goshawk Capable and Satisfactory Habitat on the Grant-Quinn Range 
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Map 27: Goshawk Habitat on Capable Rangeland on the Grant-Quinn Range 
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Habitat was assessed for northern goshawk as part of the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 
Management Indicator (MIS) and Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA FS 2008b).  
Capable habitat in satisfactory condition provides habitat suitable for the species.  Capable habitat 
in unsatisfactory condition is missing or has an inadequate amount of some limiting habitat 
attribute(s) required by the species, but with management action(s) designed to improve degraded 
habitat attributes, could once again become satisfactory habitat over time.  The assessment 
identified capable nesting habitat based on aspen vegetation types, distance to water, slope, and 
elevation.  Capable foraging habitat was identified by considering tree and woodland vegetation 
types within 1.5 miles of nesting habitat and shrub and herbaceous vegetation types that were 
within 0.25 miles of those tree and woodland vegetation types.   

The parameters of the 2008 habitat modeling were determined to be adequate for the analysis 
area.  There are about 163 acres of capable nesting and 65,698 acres of northern goshawk 
foraging habitat on the White Pine Range and about 77 acres of capable nesting and 73,776 acres 
capable northern goshawk foraging habitat on the Grant-Quinn Range.  There is a low potential 
for nesting northern goshawks within the analysis area because of a lack quality nesting habitat.  
In the White Pine Range, of the 65,698 acres of foraging habitat, 70 percent (46,049 acres) occurs 
on capable rangeland.  Of the 163 acres of nesting habitat, 87 percent (142 acres) occurs on 
capable rangeland.  Within the Grant-Quinn Range, of the 73,776 acres of capable foraging 
habitat, 44 percent (32,126 acres) occur on capable rangelands.  Of the 77 acres of nesting habitat, 
50 percent (38 acres) occur on capable rangelands.  The majority of the foraging and nesting 
habitat that occurs on capable rangeland is presently in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Table 51:  Goshawk Capable Nesting and Foraging Habitat and Condition. 

Allotment Forage Shrubs 
(acres) 

Forage Trees 
(acres) 

Nesting 
(acres) Total 

White Pine Range 
Blackrock 1,889 2,312 4  4,205 
Currant 4,463 12,092 39 16,594 
Ellison 1,514 20,301 100 21,915 
Illipah 1,582 2,629 1  4,212 
Tom Plain 165 4,928 10  5,103 
Treasure Hill 317 928 0  1,245 

Total 9,930 
(50% satisfactory) 

43,190 
(75% satisfactory) 

154 
(20% satisfactory) 53,274 

Grant-Quinn Range 
Big Creek 1,209 6,952 5 8,166 
Cherry Creek 618 11,165 10 11,793 
Hooper 1,005 6,017 5 7,027 
Irwin 2,620 5,151 21 7,792 
Pine Creek/Quinn 
Canyon 751 6,365 4 7,120 

Troy Mountain 125 792 0 917 

Total 6,328 
(50% satisfactory) 

36,442 
(75% satisfactory) 

45 
(20% satisfactory) 42,815 

Most of the capable nesting habitat in the White Pine Range is in unsatisfactory condition.  
Because of past fire suppression, overgrazing in the early part of the century, recreation use, and 
grazing from present livestock, wild horse and elk populations, the aspen stands are losing the 
overstory component and there is little suckering occurring for replacement trees.  Many of the 
aspen stands in the Grant-Quinn Range occur in the wilderness.  Fire suppression and past 
livestock use have had an effect, but the elk, wild horse, and recreation use is minimal.  In 
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addition, aspen stands in the western United States have been experiencing a root disease and it is 
not known if this is occurring in the analysis area.  The cottonwood stands in the White Pine 
Range are generally in unsatisfactory condition.  Those stands in the Grant-Quinn Range are in 
better shape with the exception of the cottonwoods in Irwin Canyon and Cherry Creek.  Those 
stands are declining due to stream down cutting, soil disturbance and compaction, grazing or 
trampling by domestic livestock and wildlife, and camping/vehicle use causing compaction.  The 
remaining trees are likely not healthy enough to reproduce and there is likely an absence of 
healthy male trees.  Overall there is very low potential for goshawks to occur within the White 
Pine or Grant-Quinn ranges, mainly due to a lack of good quality nesting habitat.   

3.5.2.5. Peregrine Falcon [Sensitive] 
The peregrine falcon was removed from the federal list of endangered and threatened wildlife on 
August 25, 1999.  Since their de-listing, the peregrine falcon has been identified as an R4 
sensitive species.  Peregrine falcons often nest on ledges or holes on the face of rocky cliffs or 
crags.  Nests typically are situated on ledges of vertical rocky cliffs, commonly with a sheltering 
overhang.  Ideal locations include undisturbed areas with a wide view, near water, and close to 
plentiful prey.  Substitute man-made sites include tall buildings, bridges, rock quarries, and raised 
platforms.  Peregrine falcons feed primarily on birds (medium-size passerines up to small 
waterfowl), small mammals (e.g., bats, lemmings), lizards, fishes, and insects (by young birds).  
Prey pursuit is initiated from perch or while soaring (Herron 1985).  Peregrine falcons nested in 
Cathedral Canyon in the White Pine Range in 2003 and could use other areas in the White Pine or 
Grant-Quinn ranges for nesting, or during migration for resting and foraging.  Potential nesting 
habitats are located high on cliff faces and along steep walled stream canyons.  Foraging habitats 
would typically include riparian habitats, cliffs, agricultural areas, and river valleys adjacent to 
the analysis area.  The vegetative characteristics for the meadows and stream habitat groups are 
described in the Matrices (appendix A). 

Peregrine falcons may forage up to 12 miles from the nest site, but normally reside within 7 miles 
of their nest site (USDI FWS 1999).  Their prey consists almost entirely of birds, which are 
usually taken on the wing.  Foraging habitat includes wetlands and riparian habitats, meadows 
and parklands, croplands such as hayfields and orchards, gorges and mountain valleys, and lakes 
that support good populations of small to medium-sized terrestrial birds, shorebirds, and 
waterfowl. 

3.5.2.6 Pygmy Rabbit [Sensitive] 
Pygmy rabbits are a sensitive species and are found in dense stands of big sagebrush and 
rabbitbrush growing in deep soils.  Their elevational range in Nevada is from 4,500 to 7,000 feet.  
They are highly dependent on sagebrush to provide both food and shelter, with big sagebrush 
being their primary food source in the winter (White et al. 1982).  During the summer, grasses 
become an important part of their diet, with consumption ranging from 30 to 40 percent of their 
diet (Green and Flinders 1980b).  Unlike other species of rabbits, the pygmy rabbit digs its own 
burrows (generally having two or more entrances) and their home range is usually within 30 
yards of burrow entrances (Hoefler 2003).  Generally soft, deep soils are required for burrowing.  
They also use the contours of the soil, most often digging into a slope.  Mating occurs from late 
February to early May and the young are born from March to early August (Hoefler 2003).  
Females are able to produce three litters per year.   

Pygmy rabbits are found where sagebrush cover is sufficiently tall and dense, and where soils are 
sufficiently deep and loose to allow burrowing.  Potential habitat for pygmy rabbits occurs in 
broad sagebrush basins where thick and healthy basin big sagebrush, Wyoming big sagebrush, 
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and mountain big sagebrush communities occur adjacent to riparian areas, springs or other 
sources of water.  Old mine sites and/or homesteads may also provide potential habitat.  The 
hiding/cover attribute of woody vegetation (height) and the herbaceous component is perhaps the 
most critical habitat element for this species because they would seldom venture even a short 
distance from suitable cover (Green and Flinders 1980a).  Dense stands of big sagebrush along 
streams, roads, fences and ditches may be avenues for dispersal (Green and Flinders 1980a).  
Fragmentation and loss of sagebrush habitat is a major concern.  Pygmy rabbits are suspected of 
being reluctant or unable to cross open areas to disperse (Weiss and Verts 1984).  The vegetative 
characteristics for sagebrush habitat groups are described in the Matrices (appendix A). 

Since the pygmy rabbit is a sagebrush obligate, the loss of habitat is probably the most significant 
factor contributing to pygmy rabbit population declines.  Fragmentation of sagebrush 
communities also poses a threat to populations of pygmy rabbits due to their poor dispersal 
potential (Weiss and Verts 1984).  The protection of sagebrush, particularly on floodplains and 
where high water tables allow growth of tall, dense stands is a vital attribute to the survival of 
pygmy rabbits (Flath 1994). 

Known locations of pygmy rabbits range from Currant Summit, Corduroy Basin, Ellison Basin 
(Deer Springs), and Sagehen Spring in the White Pines and Garden Valley in the Grant-Quinn 
range.  Using the Regional Sensing Applications Center (RSAC) vegetation map, potential habitat 
for pygmy rabbits was queried based on the following parameters: basin big sagebrush, Wyoming 
big sagebrush, and mountain big sagebrush vegetation types on slopes less than 25 percent, and at 
elevations below 8,500 feet (Gabler 2000, Larrucea 2007).  There are approximately 48,478 acres 
of potential habitat for the pygmy rabbit in the White Pine Range and 21,213 acres in the Grant-
Quinn Range.  These estimates are expected to be high because of known errors with the 
Wyoming big sagebrush cover type in the RSAC vegetation data.  Several years of ground 
verification have revealed that, in many instances, black sagebrush was misidentified as 
Wyoming big sagebrush.  This error has resulted in an overestimate of the presence of Wyoming 
big sagebrush on the Ely Ranger District. 

Table 52:  Potential Pygmy Rabbit Habitat within the Project Area by Allotment. 

Allotment Potential Habitat 
(acres) Percentage of Allotment 

Big Creek 1,214 3.5 
Black Rock  7,822 11 
Cherry Creek 2,951 7 
Currant 5,634 11 
Ellison Basin 7,085 13 
Hooper Canyon 1,920 6 
Illipah 9,628 21 
Irwin Canyon 1,930 10 
Pine Creek Quinn Canyon 3,581 6 
Tom Plain 8,923 16 
Treasure Hill 9,386 14 
Troy Mountain 9,617 27 
TOTAL 69,691 12 (average) 

Habitat for pygmy rabbits is likely be impacted by livestock grazing.  Livestock may trample and 
open up the understory, which reduces food and shelter for the pygmy rabbit (Williams 1986).  
Vegetation has been reduced and altered in spring/seep areas from historic and ongoing livestock 
grazing and trampling.  The loss of quantity and quality of understory vegetation, as well as the 
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loss of woody vegetation providing hiding cover in many potential habitats, may influence pygmy 
rabbits.   

The influence of cattle grazing on pygmy rabbit habitat is not well understood.  It has been 
speculated that the preference of cattle for grasses might result in competition during the spring 
and summer when pygmy rabbits preferentially select grasses (WDFW 1995).  However, these 
effects depend on a variety of factors including timing and intensity of grazing, stocking 
densities, locations of water or salt, and other factors that concentrate cattle use (WDFW 1995).  
In some cases, grazing can actually increase sagebrush cover by reducing the more palatable 
herbaceous species, therefore, allowing shrubs to flourish and providing the pygmy rabbit 
increased protection (WDFW 1995).  However, habitats can also be rendered unsuitable for 
pygmy rabbits when broken shrubs result in open canopy conditions from over concentration of 
grazers (WDFW 1995).  In addition, pygmy rabbits burrow in the relatively loose soils associated 
with big sagebrush communities.  There is potential for livestock to walk through these burrow 
complexes and crush the burrows.  Since the pygmy rabbit is a sagebrush obligate, the loss of 
habitat is probably the most significant factor contributing to pygmy rabbit population declines.  
Fragmentation of sagebrush communities also poses a threat to populations of pygmy rabbits 
(Weiss and Verts 1984), due to their poor dispersal potential.  The protection of sagebrush, 
particularly on floodplains and where high water tables allow growth of tall, dense stands, is a 
vital attribute to the survival of pygmy rabbits (Flath 1994).  Although the upland community 
types in many of areas are in functioning-at-risk condition, this is often due to encroachment of 
pinyon-juniper into brush habitats.  The pygmy rabbit habitat in the analysis area is considered 
stable.   

3.5.2.7 Townsend’s Western Big-eared Bat [Sensitive] and Spotted Bat [Sensitive] 
The Townsend’s big-eared bat primarily uses pinyon-juniper, mahogany, white fir, blackbrush, 
sagebrush, salt desert scrub, agricultural, and occasionally urban areas from low desert to high 
mountain habitats.  It is highly associated with caves and mines.  This species roosts communally 
on the ceilings of cave-like structures (caves, mines, and buildings) and feeds primarily (greater 
than 90 percent) on moths (Bradley et al. 2006, Wisdom et al. 2000).  This bat is found 
throughout the state of Nevada, as well as the western United States.  There are known historical 
records within the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges for Townsend’s big-eared bat (Bradley et 
al. 2006).  Both of these mountain ranges have cave-like structures within the rock walls of the 
canyon and old mines that are used for roosting and foraging.  Potentially suitable roosting and 
maternity habitat may be present in caves, rock crevices, old buildings and abandoned mines.  
Potentially suitable foraging habitats likely include springs, seeps, and riparian areas.  The 
vegetative characteristics for bat foraging habitat are reflected in the meadows, sagebrush, and 
mountain brush habitat groups in the Matrices (appendix A). 

The spotted bat is closely associated with rocky cliffs.  It has been found in a variety of habitats 
from low elevation desert scrub to high elevation coniferous habitats, including pinyon-juniper, 
sagebrush, riparian and on urban high-rises.  Day roosts are primarily in crevices in cliff faces but 
there is some indication that mines and caves may occasionally be used, primarily in winter 
(Bradley et al. 2006).  These bats roost individually or in small colonies in rock crevices usually 
high on steep cliff faces (Wisdom et al. 2000).  Their roost sites are usually associated with 
nearby water.  Spotted bats main prey consists of moths, often around springs, seeps, and riparian 
areas.  There are no known historical records for the spotted bat near the project area (Bradley et 
al. 2006).  The closest known spotted bat nesting site is in the South Snake Mountain Range.  
Both the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges contain rock cliffs and rock outcroppings that could 
be used by spotted bats.   
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This species can be tied to specific habitat types – rock cliffs and rock outcroppings.  These 
habitat types are not likely to be impacted from livestock grazing.  Potentially suitable foraging 
habitats likely include springs, seeps, and riparian areas. 

3.5.2.8 Mule Deer [MIS] 
Mule deer occur throughout the project area.  Mule deer numbers in the White Pine Range peaked 
around 1986 to 1987 and then experienced major declines from the late 1980s through the mid-
1990s due to a series of droughts.  The majority of both mountain ranges are considered summer 
range for mule deer.  Mule deer fawn in many of the riparian areas, as well as in mountain brush 
communities.  Mule deer fawning is dispersed throughout much of this habitat and data about 
deer fawning use within the mountain brush community is limited.  Winter range for mule deer is 
located at low elevations in the White Pine Range along the western Forest boundary and along 
Ellison Creek on the eastern side of this range.  Important winter range is also located within the 
northeast portion in the Grant Range.  The vegetative characteristics for mule deer habitat are 
reflected in the meadows, stream, cottonwood, sagebrush, and mountain brush habitat groups in 
the Matrices (appendix A). 

Within the analysis area, the vegetative community present provides good distribution and 
diversity of vegetation for mule deer use from spring through fall.  Browse plants are used in 
greatest variety in summer and fall when the plants are presumably in leaf.  Among the most 
commonly reported browse plants used by mule deer throughout the analysis area were big 
sagebrush, antelope bitterbrush, snowberry, and willow.  Diets of the deer herd include three 
major forage classes: 1) browse or shrubs, including both shrub (sagebrush and antelope 
bitterbrush) and tree material (willow, aspen, and cottonwood); 2) graminoids, which include 
sedges and rushes and grass-like species; and 3) forbs, which include lower plant forms such as 
mosses and lichens.  Food habits of deer appear to be influenced by phenological changes in 
forage as well as the abundance of different species. 

Both the White Pine Range and Grant-Quinn Range are within Management Area 13.  This 
management area is over a million acres in size.  Mule deer winter range occurs in the lower 
elevations of the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges (NDOW hunt units 131 and 132).  The 
NDOW considers critical winter range for mule deer to occur along the southern edge of the 
Black Rock Allotment in the White Pines and within the eastern portion of the Troy Mountain 
Allotment in the Grant Range (NDOW 2009).  The majority of both ranges are considered 
important summer habitat.  The quality and quantity of the mid-elevation summer ranges within 
Management Area 13 are slowly being reduced by the encroachment of pinyon-juniper into the 
brush zones.  This is believed to have a greater impact on the deer herd than impacts to winter 
range.  No major fires have occurred since 1999 but smaller fires in upper elevations in the last 
few years may benefit deer habitat over the long term (NDOW 2010a). 

The Forest Plan set a minimum viable population level for mule deer for the entire Forest at 
11,247 mule deer with a maximum potential population of 88,200 mule deer.  The mule deer 
population, for Management Area 13, was estimated at 3,400 in 2005.  The computer modeled 
population estimate for 2005 shows the estimate to be slightly above the previous 10-year average 
(1995 to 2004) but remains at approximately half of the average population level achieved in the 
1980s (NDOW 2005).  An increase in recruitment observed in 2009 has resulted in a modest 
increase in the statewide mule deer population estimate.  Although the 2010 statewide mule deer 
population estimate is virtually the same as in 2009, many of the state’s management areas are 
experiencing changes in their population levels.  However, population declines observed in some 
areas are being offset by increases in other areas and the end result is a slight statewide increase 
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(NDOW 2010a).  In hunt units 131 to 134, the moderate spring recruitment in 2010 increased for 
the second consecutive year and resulted in a population increase (NDOW 2010a).   

The Forest MIS Monitoring Report (2008b) included modeling capable habitat for mule deer 
using suitable vegetation communities and slope.  The vegetation types used for this modeling 
included riparian, aspen/cottonwood, conifer, herbaceous/sagebrush/basin shrub, mountain 
mahogany, pinyon-juniper, and mountain shrub.   

Maps 28 and 30 show the forest-wide modeling results for mule deer habitat on the White Pine 
and Grant-Quinn ranges.  District staff reviewed the results of the forest-wide modeling and 
concluded that it accurately portrayed the mule deer habitat in the analysis area and that more 
refined, project-level modeling was not warranted.  Maps 29 and 31 display the mule deer habitat 
that overlaps with the range capability acres modeled for the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges.   

Of the 353,108 acres of capable mule deer habitat in the White Pine Range (table 49), 70 percent 
(248,479 acres) occur on capable rangelands (table 55).  Within the Grant-Quinn Range, there are 
218,042 acres of capable mule deer habitat (table 53), of which 50 percent (107,871 acres) occurs 
on capable rangelands (table 55).  The majority of the capable deer habitat that occurs on capable 
rangeland is presently in functioning-at-risk condition. 

Table 53:  All Capable Deer Foraging Habitat (acres) in Project Area. 
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Acres 

White Pine Range 2462    717 10,926   95,260 239,549 6,410 353,108 
Grant-Quinn Range 362    842 10,391   38,111 165,463 2,873 218,042 
Total Project Area1 608 1,559 21,317 133,371 405,012 9,283 571,150 

Range Capability Acres** 
White Pine Range 166 580 2,299   79,642 168,365 0 251,052 
Grant-Quinn Range 118 648 214   20,414   86,768 0 108,162 
Capable Range2 Total 284 1,228 2,513 100,056 255,133 0 359,214 

1  Acres of mule deer foraging habitat by mountain range and habitat group and acres of mule deer habitat that 
overlap with acres modeled to be capable of supporting livestock grazing. 

2  These acres taken from Forest Level modeling runs (USDA FS 2008b).   

District resource personnel used on-the-ground knowledge to determine the percentages of 
capable foraging habitat for mule deer that was in satisfactory condition.  Table 54 provides the 
percentages of satisfactory habitat found within the vegetation communities for the project area. 

Table 54:  Condition of Capable Mule Deer Habitat Types (percentage of satisfactory 
habitat found within the project area). 

Mountain Range Aspen/ 
Cottonwood Riparian Mountain 

Mahogany 
Herbaceous, 
Sagebrush, 

Basin Shrub1 

Pinyon/ 
Juniper 

Woodland 
Conifer 

White Pine 
Range 20% 50% 75% 40% 80% 75% 

Grant-Quinn 
Range 20% 60% 75% 75% 80% 75% 

1 Includes brush communities that are being invaded by pinyon-juniper 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

220   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

Table 55:  Capable Mule Deer Habitat Within Capable Rangeland Acres.   

Allotment1 
Aspen/ 

Cottonwood Riparian Mountain 
Mahogany 

Herbaceous/ Sagebrush / 
Basin Shrub2 

Pinyon/ 
Juniper3 Conifer Total 

Acres % satisfactory % satisfactory % satisfactory % satisfactory % satisfactory % satisfactory 

W
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in
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Blackrock 0 36 
25% (9 acres) 

65 
75% (49 acres) 

13,320 
40% (5,328 acres) 

26,412 
80% (21,130 acres) 

7 
75% (5 acres) 

39,840 

Currant 0 238 
50% (119 acres) 

105 
75% (79 acres) 

7,475 
50% (3,738 acres) 

23,550 
80% (18,840 acres) 

13 
75% (10 acres) 

31,381 

Ellison 0 128 
75% (96 acres) 

57 
75% (43 acres) 

9,072 
40% (3,629 acres) 

45,331 
80% (36,265 acres) 

0 54,588 

Illipah 304 

0% (0 acres) 
109 

75% (82 acres) 
51 

75% (38 acres) 
12,875 

40% (5,150 acres) 
15,301 

80% (12,241 acres) 
0 28,366 

Tom Plain 0 104 
30% (31 acres) 

145 
75% (109 acres) 

14,014 
50% (7,007 acres) 

32,215 
80% (25,772 acres) 

0 46,478 

Treasure Hill 2 
50% (1 acre) 

44 
75% (33 acres) 

172 
75% (129 acres) 

15,863 
50% (7,932 acres) 

31,730 
80% (25,384 acres) 

15 
75% (11 acres) 

47,826 

Total 248,479 
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Big Creek 1 
20% 

108 
60% (65 acres) 

41 
75% (31 acres) 

3,360 
40% (1,344 acres) 

12,323 
80% (9,858 acres) 

2 
75% (1.5 acres) 

15,835 

Cherry Creek 0 81 
40% (32 acres) 

3 
75% (2 acres) 

1,025 
40% (410 acres) 

17,902 
80% (14,322 acres) 

0 19,011 

Irwin 0.3 
20% 

110 
40% (44 acres) 

34 
75% (26 acres) 

4,291 
40% (1,716 acres) 

5,122 
80% (4,098 acres) 

3 
75% (2 acres) 

9,560.3 

Hooper 0 51 
40% (20 acres) 

19 
75% (14 acres) 

1,542 
40% (617 acres) 

11,831 
80% (9,465 acres) 

1 
75% (1 acres) 

13,444 

Pine Creek/Quinn 
Canyon 

0 240 
40% (96 acres) 

126 
75% (95 acres) 

3,791 
40% (1,526 acres) 

28,254 
80% (22,603 acres) 

2 
75% (1.5 acres) 

32,413 

Troy Mountain 0 39  
40% (16 acres) 

39 
75% (29 acres) 

5,883 
40% (2,353 acres) 

11,639 
80% (9,311 acres) 

8  
75% (6 acres) 

17,608 

Total 107,871 
1  Results of MIS habitat capability for mule deer with grazing capability.  Table reflects total acres of habitat by vegetation group and percent of vegetation groups in satisfactory 
condition. 2  Includes brush communities being invaded by pinyon-juniper.  3  Includes only pinyon-juniper woodlands 
4  Acreage was calculated using Remote Sensing Applications Center (RSAC), Existing Vegetation Map of Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest. Several years of ground 
verification has found an error pertaining to the abundance of aspen in the White Pine Range.  In some areas, particularly the Illipah Allotment aspen did not show up due 
to their small sizes. 
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Map 28: Mule Deer Capable Habitat on the White Pine Range 
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Map 29: Mule Deer Habitat on Capable Rangelands on the White Pine Range 
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Map 30: Mule Deer Capable Habitat on the Grant-Quinn Range 
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Map 31: Mule Deer Habitat on Capable Rangelands on the Grant-Quinn Range 
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3.5.2.9 Trout [MIS] 
Trout, which include several species, are the MIS for riverine and lacustrine habitat and riparian 
habitat in the Humboldt National Forest.  Trout within the analysis area include non-native 
rainbow trout, brown trout, and brook trout, which are managed as game fish by the NDOW.   

Prime trout waters are clear, clean, and cold.  Good trout stream habitat is complex, consisting of 
an array of riffles and pools, submerged wood, boulders, undercut banks, and aquatic vegetation.  
The vegetative characteristics for the stream habitat group are also described in the Matrices 
(appendix A).  Threats and impacts to trout populations are found with the reduction of good 
quality trout habitat due to streambank and upland soil erosion, loss of riparian vegetation, water 
diversion, mining activities, and point and non–point source pollution from agriculture.  The 
assessment of habitat condition is largely based on riparian vegetation, and stream conditions 
such as bank stability, and does not include specific water quality or instream measurements, such 
as substrate composition or embeddedness.  Although not a habitat factor, pounds of trout stocked 
is also used to assess the status of trout throughout the analysis area. 

Trout are found in most perennial streams within the HTNF.  The condition (satisfactory or 
unsatisfactory) of capable/suitable trout habitat is determined at the 6th level hydrologic unit code 
(HUCs) for the Humboldt National Forest (USDA FS 2008b).  Forest-wide, there are 
approximately 1,888 miles of habitat considered suitable for trout (USDA FS 2008b).  
Approximately 1,307 miles of habitat within these identified HUCs were considered satisfactory; 
424 miles were considered unsatisfactory, and for 157 miles the condition was unknown.   

Habitat was assessed for trout as part of the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range 
Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA FS 2008b).  During this Forest-level analysis, perennial 
waters within the project area were considered for capability and condition for trout (table 56).  
Under Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan, riparian areas with non-native trout are managed to 
provide moderate to limited value fishery habitat.  Management of riparian areas with non-native 
trout allows for streambank stability to drop below 80 percent and fish production to be 45-69 
percent of estimated potential.  Perennial streams within riparian areas were considered meeting 
these guidelines and being in satisfactory condition if they were identified on the NDOW fishable 
waters map as being occupied.  Table 56 displays the condition of trout streams identified in the 
Forest-level analysis. 

Table 56:  Forest Level Condition Determination for Trout.   

Allotment Stream 

Fish Species 
Forest Level 

Analysis 
Condition 

Determination 

Brown 
Trout 

Rainbow 
Trout 

Brook 
Trout 

 

Bonneville 
Cutthroat 

Trout 

Big Creek Deep Creek Satisfactory    X 
Cherry Creek Cherry Creek Satisfactory X X   

Currant Creek Currant Creek Satisfactory  X   
Headwaters White River Satisfactory X X X  

Ellison Basin Headwaters White River Satisfactory X X X  
Hooper Canyon Hooper Canyon Creek Satisfactory  X X  
Illipah Illipah Creek Satisfactory X X   
Irwin Canyon Troy Canyon Creek Satisfactory   X  
Pine Creek/ 
Quinn Canyon 

Pine Creek Satisfactory   X  
Upper Cottonwood Satisfactory   X  

Tom Plain Upper Ellison Creek Satisfactory  X   
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At the analysis area level, perennial waters that were considered capable for trout are listed in 
table 57.  Streams were considered in satisfactory/unsatisfactory condition based on local 
biologist knowledge where data is limited or unavailable.  Table 57 displays occupied trout 
streams in satisfactory, unsatisfactory, or unknown condition in the HUCs within the analysis 
area.   

Table 57:  Project Level Condition Determination for Trout. 

Allotment Stream 

Fish Species 
Project Level 

Analysis 
Condition 

Determination 

Brown 
Trout 

Rainbow 
Trout 

Brook 
Trout 

Bonneville 
Cutthroat 

Trout 

Big Creek Deep Creek Satisfactory    X 
Cherry Creek Cherry Creek Satisfactory X X   

Currant Creek Currant Creek Satisfactory  X X  
Headwaters White River Satisfactory X X X  

Ellison Basin Headwaters White River Satisfactory X X X  
Upper Ellison Creek Satisfactory  X   

Hooper Canyon Hooper Canyon Creek Satisfactory  X X  
Illipah Illipah Creek Unsatisfactory X X X  
Irwin Canyon Troy Canyon Creek Satisfactory   X  
Pine Creek/ 
Quinn Canyon 

Pine Creek Satisfactory   X  
Cottonwood Creek Satisfactory X X X  

Tom Plain Lower Ellison Creek Unsatisfactory  X   

Cherry Creek, Cottonwood Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Creek, Hooper Creek, Illipah Creek, 
Pine Creek, Troy Canyon Creek, and White River, which are known to support populations of 
trout, were evaluated using the MIM (USDI BLM 2011) protocol (table 58).  Sections of these 
stream corridors are heavily wooded with willow, rose, and other shrubs making access for cattle 
difficult.   

Table 58:  2006 MIM Results for Selected Streams6. 

Allotment Stream Bank 
Stability (%) 

Bank 
Alteration (%) 

Site Wetland 
Rating (%) 

Vegetation 
Erosion Index 

Cherry Creek Cherry Creek 93 9 75 6.19 

Ellison Basin Upper Ellison 84 28 91 8.16 
White River 84 402 78 6.80 

Tom Plain Lower Ellison 361 442 91 7.77 
3 Percentages exceed Forest Plan standards 
4 Percentages exceed minimum level to maintain stable conditions (Cowley 2002) 

                                                 
6 Notes (USDI BLM, 2011): 
For site wetland rating: For vegetation erosion index: 

0-15 is very poor 0-2 is very poor 
16-40 is poor 3-4 is poor 
41-60 is fair 5-6 is moderate 
61-85 is good 7-8 is good 
85+ is very good 9-10 is very good 
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The 2006 MIM data indicates that many streams conditions are functioning-at-risk and some 
streams are functioning or non-functioning.  Many streams that are in functioning-at-risk 
condition are approaching a threshold in one or more of their characteristics:  

• Lower Ellison Creek (Tom Plain Allotment) was far below the Forest’s bank stability 
standard and may indicate the creek is in non-functioning condition. 

• Lower Ellison Creek (Tom Plain Allotment) and White River (Ellison Basin Allotment) 
were moderate to high regarding bank alteration and did not meet the minimum to 
maintain stable banks. 

• Upper Ellison Creek (Ellison Basin Allotment) is near the minimum alteration standard to 
maintain stable banks, placing them on the verge of instability.  

• White River (Ellison Basin Allotment) and Cherry Creek (Cherry Creek Allotment) rated 
moderate on the vegetation erosion index. 

General Aquatic Wildlife Survey (GAWS, USDA FS 1978) data available for Illipah Creek 
indicates the creek is in functioning-at-risk condition, with some locations potentially in non-
functioning condition.  The 1987 GAWS assessment for Illipah Creek found the lower portion of 
the stream is in poor condition, with the rest in fair condition.  There were problems with bank 
stability, poor quality pools, and high width to depth ratios.  Wider and shallower streams coupled 
with lack of shade resulted in higher water temperatures.  Isolating the creek in a gully has 
resulted in a decreased ability to support wet meadows and riparian vegetation.  

The Forest Plan directs the Forest to maintain 2,470 pounds of all trout species for a minimal 
viable population.  This level was met on the Ely Ranger District alone, where between 2001 and 
2006, 3,714 pounds of trout were stocked between White River and Cleve Creek.  Locations and 
pounds of trout stocked within the Ely Ranger District are included in table 59.  The NDOW fish 
stocking for 2001 to 2006 within the analysis area for the White River was 2,131 pounds or 6,010 
fish.  There are about 16 miles of capable fish habitat in the Upper Ellison Creek drainage and 15 
miles in the headwaters of White River.   

Table 59:  Pounds of Rainbow Trout in Streams on the Ely Ranger District. 
Allotment Year Water Trout Species Number Pounds 

Ellison Basin 

2001 White River Rainbow 1000 345 
2002 White River Rainbow 1000 333 
2003 White River Rainbow 1003 295 
2004 White River Rainbow 1007 325 
2005 White River Rainbow 1000 488 
2006 White River Rainbow 1000 345 

Cleve Creek 1 

2004 Cleve Creek Rainbow 1020 340 
2004 Cleve Creek Rainbow 1000 303 
2004 Cleve Creek Rainbow 1000 333 
2005 Cleve Creek Rainbow 500 250 
2006 Cleve Creek Rainbow 1000 357 

 Totals 10,530 3,714 
1  The Cleve Creek Allotment is on the Schell Creek Range. 
 

3.5.2.10. Migratory Birds (Various species)   

Some of the bird species that inhabit the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges are migratory birds, 
which are loosely defined as belonging to a group of birds that seasonally migrate north from the 
tropics in the spring to breeding habitat in North America, and south in winter to wintering areas 
in Mexico and South America.  This means they are only present during the spring, summer, and 
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fall as they follow migration routes.  Hundreds of species of birds in North America are 
considered migratory birds.  Over 300 species of migratory birds could potentially occur in the 
analysis area.  Migratory birds have become a concern in recent years due to declining 
populations.  It is thought this decline results partially from the degradation of summer breeding 
habitat.  

The Migratory Bird Treaty of 1918 provides protection for all migratory birds.  Under this Act, it 
is unlawful to take, import, export, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird.  
Under NFMA, the Forest Service is directed to “provide for diversity of plant and animal 
communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land area in order to meet 
overall multiple-use objectives” (P.L. 94-588, Sec 6 (g) (3) (B)).  Goals and objectives for 
integrating bird conservation into forest management and planning are referenced in USDA FS 
Landbird Conservation Strategic Plan (2000), Executive Order 13186 (2001), the Partners in 
Flight (PIF) specific habitat conservation plans for birds, and the PIF North American Landbird 
Conservation Plan (2004). 

An MOU between the USDA Forest Service and the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service was signed 
in 2008 to promote the Conservation of Migratory Birds.  The intent of the MOU was to 
strengthen migratory bird conservation through enhanced collaboration and cooperation between 
the USDA Forest Service and the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service, as well as other federal, state, 
tribal and local governments.  Within national forests, conservation of migratory birds focuses on 
providing a diversity of habitat conditions at multiple spatial scales and ensuring that bird 
conservation is addressed when planning for land management activities. 

Migratory birds use all habitats within the Ely Ranger District during the breeding season when 
cattle are present.  These birds inhabit a wide variety of habitats from grass/shrub communities to 
aspen stands to dense mature and old forests to alpine habitats.  The vegetative characteristics for 
migratory bird habitat are reflected in the meadows, stream, aspen, cottonwood, sagebrush, and 
mountain brush habitat groups in the Matrices (appendix A).  The Nevada PIF Bird Conservation 
Plan (Neel 1999) and the Nevada Comprehensive Bird Conservation Plan (GBBO 2010) lists the 
following as conservation priority species within major habitats types that can be found within the 
project area: 

• Aspen – Northern goshawk, orange-crowned warbler (Vermivora celata), flammulated 
owl, and Lewis woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis) 

• Cliffs and Talus – Prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus) and golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) 
• Coniferous – Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) and olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus 

cooperi) 
• Montane Riparian – McGillivray’s warbler (Oporornis tolmiei) and willow flycatcher 

(subspecies adastus) 
• Montane shrub – Black rosy finch (Leucosticte atrata) 
• Mountain Mahogany – Black-throated gray warbler (Dendroica nigrescens) 
• Pinyon-juniper – Pinyon jay (Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus) and gray vireo (Vireo vicinior) 
• Sagebrush – Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella breweri) 

In the past, the Forest has relied upon breeding bird survey routes in Nevada to track population 
changes in birds.  Breeding bird survey data for Nevada presently show a downward trend for 
many migratory birds (Sauer et al. 2011).  However, it has been recognized that the Forest needed 
a larger sample size and more intensive monitoring to determine population trends.  In 2002, the 
HTNF, in partnership with Great Basin Bird Observatory (GBBO) and NDOW, began to 
implement an All Bird Monitoring Plan to conduct repeatable bird surveys based on a stratified 
sample of habitats (Ammon 2004).  This information is intended to develop bird population trend 
data through a long-term monitoring program.  Breeding bird surveys have been conducted by 
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Great Basin Bird Observatory within the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges.  Because no long 
term monitoring has been conducted on the district, local population trends are unknown.  

Riparian areas, wet meadows, spring areas, aspen, and cottonwood forests are habitats that show 
considerable alteration from livestock grazing.  These habitats are also high priority habitats 
identified in the Nevada Bird Conservation Plan (Neel 1999) and the Nevada Comprehensive 
Bird Conservation Plan (GBBO 2010).  The distribution and diversity of birds is highly 
associated with vegetation structural diversity.   

Golden eagles regularly occur in the project area.  Golden eagles are a Conservation Priority 
Species in the Nevada Comprehensive Bird Conservation Plan (GBBO 2010) and are protected 
under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.  Golden eagles are receiving stronger 
consideration because of the potential for direct killing and interference during migration and 
breeding from large-scale wind developments.  Grazing is a much different type of action.  
Unlike large-scale developments, grazing will not directly affect golden eagles during migration.  
Grazing also will not affect breeding because it does not occur on rock ledges or cliff faces where 
golden eagles breed.  According to the Nevada Comprehensive Bird Conservation Plan (GBBO 
2010) the main potential impact to golden eagles from grazing is the potential reduction in prey 
(e.g., rodents and jackrabbits) populations from overgrazing.  Foraging habitat for golden eagles 
is addressed for each alternative under upland habitats.   

3.5.2.11. Rocky Mountain Elk  

Elk have made continual increases in population numbers in east-central Nevada.  An elk herd 
has become established in the White Pine Range, and elk are beginning to move south into the 
Grant-Quinn Range.  The White Pine Range herd is thought to have been established by animals 
from the nearby Schell Creek Range and is currently estimated at 310 animals (NDOW 2010a).  
Year-round habitat for elk has been identified by NDOW in the White Pine Range and in the 
northeast corner of the Grant-Quinn Range (Podborny 2010b, pers. comm.).  The vegetative 
characteristics for elk habitat are reflected in the meadows, stream, aspen, cottonwood, sagebrush, 
and mountain brush habitat groups in the Matrices (appendix A).  The population objective for 
elk for the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges is 300 (NDOW 2007).  Although elk calving areas 
comprise a relatively small number of acres, these calving areas are an important component of 
the elk range.  The majority of the calving areas are within 0.5 miles of riparian areas or water 
sources (47,840 acres or 13.5 percent of the White Pine Range and 33,450 acres in Grant-Quinn 
Range) and occur within all of the allotments in both ranges.  These areas are also used as deer 
fawning areas.  

3.5.3. Desired Condition 
The Forest Plan provides the following direction for management of wildlife and fish: 

• Fisheries habitat in poor condition will be improved through coordinated management with 
other resource and limited habitat improvement projects designed to improve streambank 
cover, pool areas, and streambank stability (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-84). 

• Existing riparian habitat will be maintained in at least satisfactory ecological condition 
(USDA FS 1986, p. IV-84). 

• Big game winter range capacity will increase, predominantly through direct improvements 
and coordination with the fuelwood program and livestock grazing (USDA FS 1986, p. 
IV-84). 

• Big game and upland game summer ranges will be improved through coordination with 
livestock and recreation activities (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-84). 
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• Maintain habitat for all MIS at levels that exceed requirements for minimum viable 
populations (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-84). 

• Populations of all hunted and fished MIS are expected to increase over current levels, 
particularly fish (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-84). 

• Key big game winter ranges will continue to improve through close coordination efforts 
(USDA FS 1986, p. IV-84). 

The Forest has developed scorecards (appendix A), referred to as the Matrices, that define 
specific standards for vegetation condition.  For each vegetation community (or habitat group), 
the Matrices include measurable attributes regarding wildlife habitat, including water quality, 
vegetation condition, and amount of disturbance.  The attributes included in the functioning 
condition category related to water quality, vegetation condition, and disturbance are the desired 
conditions for wildlife for the project area.  The specific vegetation communities that are used by 
wildlife are identified above in the Current Condition section.  

3.5.4. Environmental Consequences 

3.5.4.1. Desert Bighorn Sheep  

3.5.4.1.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would authorize cattle and horse grazing on the Blackrock, 
Currant Creek, and Troy Mountain allotments.  There would be minimal effects to the desert 
bighorn sheep herds from cattle grazing on these three allotments, as the cattle do not forage in 
the rugged mountain terrain that is used by the desert bighorn sheep.  Livestock grazing would 
not be authorized in the Hooper Canyon or Irwin Canyon allotments.  The direct and indirect 
effects to desert bighorn sheep and their habitat in these allotments would be identical to those 
described below for these allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would also authorize domestic sheep grazing on the Cherry 
Creek Allotment as a Term Grazing Permit with a variable season.  This permit would allow the 
permittee to move his sheep (1,800 dry ewes) from his BLM allotment in Garden Valley to the 
home ranch in Cherry Creek during a two period sometime between December 1 and February 
10.  During this time frame, the desert bighorn sheep are on their wintering grounds on the 
western side of the Grant Wilderness in Irwin and Troy canyons (maps 32 and 33).  The domestic 
sheep would be moved along the Adaven Road in Garden Valley and should rarely enter the 
eastern portion of the Grant Range Wilderness.  Occupied habitat for this area, as defined by 
NDOW, is mainly within the Grant Wilderness (map 32).  Annual operating instructions (AOI) 
and the AMP would be developed using recommendations from the Western Association of Fish 
and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) Wild Sheep Working Group (WAFWA 2010) to reduce 
straying.  In addition, the upper portion of the allotment boundary is fenced (from Rimrock 
Canyon north). 

There is not expected to be any spatial or temporal overlap of the desert bighorn sheep core home 
range and the short-term domestic sheep trailing in the Cherry Creek Allotment.  There are about 
58,330 acres in the area (along the eastern side of the Grant Range and on the western side of the 
Cherry Creek Road) that separate where the desert bighorn sheep tend to occur and where the 
sheep are trailed.  The separation distance is expected to be about ten miles.  Within this area 
about there are about 4,620 acres of pinyon-juniper with high canopy cover (greater than 40 
percent canopy closure) and about 16,700 acres of pinyon-juniper with medium canopy cover (21 
to 40 percent canopy closure) (about 42 percent of the area) (map 34).  Desert bighorn sheep tend 
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not to travel through areas of dense tree cover.  Considering these factors, the likelihood of 
interaction (and disease transmission) between the two species highly unlikely.   

The implementation of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is not expected to decrease the quality of 
desert bighorn sheep habitat.  Allowing domestic sheep trailing on the Cherry Creek Allotment 
for two weeks during the winter is expected to keep domestic and bighorn sheep temporally and 
spatially separated with little chance of contact.  Therefore, the implementation of Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) is not expected to have a negative impact on the viability of desert bighorn 
sheep in the Currant Mountain or Grant Range herds.   
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Map 32: Desert Bighorn Sheep Winter Locations 
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Map 33: Desert Bighorn Sheep Year Round Locations 
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Map 34: Desert Bighorn Sheep in Relation to High/Medium Pinyon-Juniper Canopy Cover 
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Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Livestock grazing under the terms and conditions proposed in Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is 
unlikely to change the quality of desert bighorn sheep habitat.  Given the terrain of desert bighorn 
sheep habitat, its relative inaccessibility to cattle, and the timing and management of the domestic 
sheep allotment, livestock rarely use the desert bighorn sheep habitat in the analysis area.  In 
limited situations where livestock may use areas in desert bighorn sheep habitat, the proper use 
criteria associated with this alternative (prescribed adjustments to end of season utilization levels 
and streambank alteration) should allow the natural systems in the project area to move toward or 
remain in functioning condition.   

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the quality of desert bighorn sheep habitat across the 
analysis area is likely to improve over time on the grazed allotments as compared to existing 
conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to have 
the potential to affect the analysis area are discuss in appendix H.  As the impacts from livestock 
grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on 
the quality of desert bighorn sheep habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on the quality of desert bighorn sheep 
habitat.  Although mining activities have occurred on the Ely Ranger District, it has been limited 
to exploration activities.  Almost the entire bighorn sheep habitat in both mountains ranges occurs 
in wilderness.  During the winter, the Currant Mountain herd uses the area outside the Currant 
Wilderness, along the southern edge, and the Grant Range herd moves into Troy and Irwin 
Canyon areas.  Limited mineral exploration activities have occurred in Troy Canyon during the 
summer, while the bighorn sheep were in the higher elevations.  The district completed an EIS for 
oil and gas leasing for the project area (USDA FS 2007b) and there has been some interest in 
exploration activities.  The 2007 EIS has in place stipulations protecting bighorn sheep: no 
surface occupancy in wilderness, and controlled surface use within bighorn sheep ranges that 
occur outside of wilderness.  Before oil and gas leasing could occur, an environmental analysis 
would be conducted to assess the impacts to all resources.  The combinations of these actions 
would be considered minimal to bighorn sheep.   

Wild horses and estray livestock have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as 
permitted livestock.  Estray livestock have minimal impact on desert bighorn sheep.  Many 
upland and riparian sites are grazed by wild horses and trespass livestock after permitted livestock 
are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, thus promoting undesirable species 
composition, increased bare ground, and reduction of recovery time for many riparian systems.  
This can impact watering locations for desert bighorn sheep that occur along the edges of the 
Currant Mountains and Grant Range.  Wild horse gathers conducted by the BLM are expected to 
move populations, which are currently 300 to 350 wild horses for the Monte Cristo Wild Horse 
Territory (WHT), 90 wild horses for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and zero wild horses for the 
Quinn WHT) toward the established AMLs.  The established Appropriate Management Levels 
are between 72 to 96 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, zero for the Jakes Wash Herd 
Area, and 12 to 15 for the Quinn WHT.  It is anticipated that population reductions would 
enhance the range condition by allowing increased ground cover and diversity of the recovering 
plant community.  The combinations of these actions to the quality of habitat for bighorn sheep 
would be considered minimal, depending on the effectiveness of the horse gathers.   

Most of the habitat for bighorn sheep in the analysis area occurs in wilderness, where motor 
vehicle use is generally prohibited.  A Travel Management for the Ely Ranger District was signed 
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in February 2009.  The Travel Plan designates routes for motor vehicle use and prohibits motor 
vehicle use off of designated National Forest System roads and trails.  Limiting motor vehicle use 
to designated routes, along with the ongoing and planned restoration treatments on closed roads 
and travel routes, would ultimately benefit wildlife species throughout the area.  It would allow 
native plant communities to regenerate, thereby restoring the connectivity of important habitats, 
and reduce the amount of disturbance to wildlife from motor vehicles.  The only foreseeable road 
construction within the cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral 
exploration activities.  There are no additional plans for the construction of any roads or 
motorized trails at this time.  The quality of the habitat for desert bighorn sheep would benefit 
from limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes and maintaining the vegetation communities, 
and reducing disturbance from motor vehicles.  

No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses, such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV use, 
and various minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting use is 
expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use (such as camping near 
meadows systems or along creeks) may disturb wildlife and/or alter vegetative communities that 
provide potential foraging habitats and water sources for bighorn sheep.  The impacts from these 
recreational activities are generally limited in size and would have minimal impacts on the quality 
of habitat for bighorn sheep. 

Operations on neighboring BLM and private land create additional opportunities for contact 
between desert bighorn sheep and domestic sheep.  Bighorn sheep, typically young males, will 
sometimes exhibit exploratory, or roaming, behavior.  These dispersers from the desert bighorn 
herds on the Forest could interact with domestic sheep on BLM and private lands surrounding the 
project area.  The impacts from activities on neighboring land would have minimal impacts on the 
quality of habitat for bighorn sheep, but could increase the risk of disease transmission between 
desert bighorn sheep and domestic sheep.  The BLM allotments (a combination of cattle, sheep, 
and goat allotments) that border the Grant Range are displayed in table 60.  As shown on map 33, 
bighorn sheep tend to use the western portion of the Grant Range, which borders with cattle 
allotments on BLM. 

Table 60:  BLM Allotments Bordering Grant Range. 

Allotment Name Type of Livestock Grazing (with dates 
for sheep grazing) Location 

Batterman Wash Cattle and sheep 
Sheep 3/1 to 4/15 and 12/1 to 2/28 East of Grant Range in Garden Valley 

Butterfield None North of Grant Range 

Dry Farm Cattle and sheep 
Sheep 3/1 to 4/15 and 10/1 to 2/28 East of Grant Range in Garden Valley 

Forest Moon Cattle, goats, & sheep 
Sheep 1/1 to 3/31 and  8/16-10/15 Northwest of Grant Range in Garden Valley 

Nyala Cattle  West of Grant Range 

Pine Creek Cattle East of Grant Range in Garden Valley 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of desert bighorn sheep habitat is likely 
to remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall within the 
non-functioning category in the Matrices (appendix A) for any vegetation group. 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

238   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

3.5.4.1.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

The effects of this alternative are expected to be similar to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), 
except for the Troy Mountain Allotment.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in 
the Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under this alternative, the direct 
or indirect effects to desert bighorn sheep in these three allotments would be identical to those 
described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

The allowance of domestic sheep trailing for only two weeks during winter in the Cherry Creek 
allotment is expected keep domestic and bighorn sheep temporally and spatially separated and 
therefore, to keep the chance for contact low.  The long-term desert bighorn sheep populations 
should remain relatively stable or increase slightly within the project area.  The implementation 
of this alternative is not expected to affect the viability of bighorn sheep.  This determination is 
based on the conclusion that the project does not remove or lessen the quality of any habitat 
component to the degree that survival or reproductive success for this species is negatively 
affected. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Livestock grazing under the terms and conditions proposed in this alternative is unlikely to 
change the quality of desert bighorn sheep habitat.  Livestock rarely use the desert bighorn sheep 
habitat in the analysis area given the terrain of desert bighorn sheep habitat, its relative 
inaccessibility to cattle, and the timing and management of the domestic sheep allotment.  In the 
limited situations where livestock may use areas in desert bighorn sheep habitat, the higher 
potential utilization levels allowed under this alternative may reduce the rate of improvement on 
areas that are not in functioning condition as compared to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).   

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on bighorn sheep are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  
The cumulative effects to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to those described 
under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of this alternative and the cumulative effects of the 
other activities discussed above, the quality of desert bighorn sheep habitat is likely to remain 
stable over the next 10 years, but could improve at a slower rate than Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) if grazing management is adjusted to allow for and facilitate recovery of the vegetation 
resources..  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in 
the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.1.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would immediately eliminate livestock grazing in the 
project area, ending the direct and indirect effects from livestock grazing.  The removal of 
livestock grazing allows for plant species to complete their growth cycle, which would improve 
plant vigor, soil stability, ground cover, and desirable species composition.  There would be less 
structural damage to brush species from livestock grazing and no disturbance/displacement from 
livestock, with the potential to have a positive effect on desert bighorn sheep.   



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest  239 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), upland vegetation and riparian areas would recover 
at a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.  The quality and quantity of mountain brush 
species would increase and provide more forage for desert bighorn sheep.  The likelihood of 
interaction (and disease transmission) between domestic sheep and desert bighorn sheep would be 
unlikely because of the complete removal of domestic sheep from the Cherry Creek Allotment.  
This alternative is not expected to affect the viability of desert bighorn sheep.  The population of 
desert bighorn sheep would remain relatively stable or increase within the analysis area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Given the terrain of desert bighorn sheep habitat, its relative inaccessibility to cattle, and the 
timing and management of the domestic sheep allotment, livestock rarely use the desert bighorn 
sheep habitat in the project area.  Accordingly, the complete removal of livestock grazing from 
the project area is not expected to result in dramatic changes to the quality of desert bighorn 
sheep habitat.  In the limited situations where livestock may have previously used areas in desert 
bighorn sheep habitat, this alternative would remove any potential effects to that habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the greatest and fastest improvement in 
desert bighorn sheep habitat across the project area because livestock grazing would immediately 
cease.  The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region 
(appendix H) have on desert bighorn sheep habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  As the impacts from past livestock grazing diminish, there would be a 
corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on desert bighorn sheep habitat.  
Natural processes would improve desert bighorn sheep habitat in the analysis area without be 
offset by the impacts associated with livestock grazing.  Without livestock grazing, there would 
be an increase in vegetation, including fine fuels (small herbaceous plants that are easily ignited).  
The increase in fine fuels would minimally increase the potential risk for wildfire.  Removed 
livestock from the project area, could result in additional livestock grazing impacts within 
meadows and mature mountain brush communities on BLM and private lands in the surrounding 
valleys.  There could be increased pressure to treat mountain brush communities to provide 
additional grazing capacity for livestock displaced from the national forest.  These treatments 
could alter desert bighorn sheep habitat on BLM and private lands.  The potential cumulative 
effects may be displaced from habitats in the project area to habitats on adjacent BLM and private 
lands.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of desert bighorn sheep 
habitat is likely to remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of desert bighorn sheep 
habitat is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any 
vegetation group. 
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3.5.4.2. Flammulated Owl  

3.5.4.2.1. Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock grazing has the potential to impact flammulated owls in several ways.  Grazing on 
aspen saplings can impact aspens stands, which serve as nesting habitat for flammulated owls.  
Localized and concentrated use by livestock can reduce understory grass cover, which may 
impact the quality of foraging habitat the following year.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
includes several measures that would benefit flammulated owl habitat used by livestock.  The 
proper use criteria would allow for sufficient aspen regeneration to maintain stands in functioning 
condition.  Those stands that are not currently in functioning condition should move towards 
functioning condition.  See the Vegetation section for a description of the effects of Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) on aspen and cottonwood vegetation communities. This would improve the 
long-term potential of these stands to provide nesting and foraging habitat for flammulated owls.  
The design feature incorporated with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would lessen these impacts 
by restricting activities that concentrate livestock use from taking place within 650 feet of a 
known and occupied nest.  This protective buffer would maintain or improve sufficient vegetation 
to provide habitat for the prey species of flammulated owls and prevent disturbance while 
nesting.   

Although this alternative could influence individual flammulated owls and their habitats, it is not 
expected to affect the viability of the species.  Under this alternative, long-term flammulated owl 
populations should remain relatively stable or increase slightly within the project area.  Livestock 
grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon allotments.  
The direct and indirect effects to flammulated owls in these three allotments would be identical to 
those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Livestock grazing as proposed under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is not expected to change 
the quality of flammulated owl habitat.  Nesting and foraging habitat for the owls tend to be 
located on the steeper slopes or in habitat types not used by livestock (aspen areas bordered by 
white fir and bristlecone pine) and in riparian areas near these habitats.  Under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action), nesting and foraging habitat that is used by livestock would be maintained or 
improved. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), flammulated owl habitat that is being impacted by 
livestock grazing would likely improve on the grazed allotments over time as compared to 
existing conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue 
to or have the potential to affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As the impacts 
from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall 
cumulative effects on flammulated owl habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on flammulated owl habitat.  Although 
mining activities have occurred on the Ely Ranger District, they have been limited in scope and 
scale.  Mining activities, road construction, exploration activities, and pit development could 
cause a negative effect on flammulated owls and associated prey species.  These effects include 
habitat removal, fragmentation, high risk of noxious weed invasion, and disturbance during 
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critical nesting periods.  The effects of past mineral exploration are reflected in the description of 
current conditions.  There are no present or reasonably foreseeable mineral explorations in 
flammulated owl habitat.  The Ely Ranger District completed an EIS for oil and gas leasing 
(USDA FS 2007b) and there has been some interest in exploration activities.  Should leasing for 
oil and gas be requested, an environmental analysis would be done to assess the impacts.  The 
2007 EIS has stipulations that would protect raptor nests with a timing limitation from March 1 to 
August 15, controlled surface use in riparian aspen communities, no surface occupancy in 
bristlecone pine communities, and no surface occupancy in riparian buffers.  The impacts of these 
actions would be considered minimal to flammulated owls as there would be little ground 
disturbance in flammulated owl habitat and timing restrictions would protect the sensitive nesting 
period. 

Wild horses have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as permitted livestock.  
Many sites are grazed by wild horses after permitted livestock are removed.  These sites 
experience no rest from grazing, thus promoting undesirable species composition, increase of 
bare ground, and reduction of recovery time for many riparian systems.  This can impact nesting 
and foraging habitat for flammulated owls by causing disturbance and reducing the desirable 
plants for prey species.  Wild horse gathers conducted by the BLM are expected to move 
populations (currently between 300 and 350 wild horses for the Monte Cristo Wild Horse 
Territory (WHT), 90 for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and zero for the Quinn WHT) toward the 
established AMLs (72 to 96 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, zero for the Jakes Wash 
Herd Area, and 12 to 15 for the Quinn WHT).  It is anticipated the population reductions would 
enhance the range condition by increasing ground cover and diversity of the recovering plant 
community.  The combinations of these actions to the quality of habitat for flammulated owls 
would be considered moderate to minimal, depending on the effectiveness of the gathers.   

A Travel Management Plan for the Ely Ranger District was signed in February 2009.  The travel 
plan designates routes for motor vehicle use and prohibits motor vehicle use off of designated 
National Forest System roads and trails.  Limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes, along 
with the ongoing and planned restoration treatments on closed roads and travel routes, would 
ultimately benefit wildlife species throughout the area in several ways.  It would allow native 
plant communities to regenerate, thereby restoring the connectivity of important habitats, and 
reduce the amount of disturbance to wildlife from motor vehicles.  The only foreseeable road 
construction within the cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral 
exploration activities.  There are no additional plans for the construction of any roads or 
motorized trails at this time.  The quality of the habitat for flammulated owl would be benefited 
by limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes, maintaining the vegetation communities, and 
reducing disturbance from motor vehicles.  

No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses (such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV 
use) and other various minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting 
use is expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use (such as camping in or 
near nesting and foraging habitats) may disturb nesting owls and/or alter vegetative communities 
that provide nesting and foraging habitat for flammulated owls.  Dispersed campsites are often 
placed in aspen stands, which can impact important flammulated owl nesting habitat.  However, 
human disturbance from recreation activities would be minimal as the owls forage at night and 
disturbance from humans would mainly be during the day.  It would be difficult to quantify the 
actual disturbance generated from dispersed camping to flammulated owls, but there is no 
evidence to indicate that disturbance of this nature has resulted in any impact to the flammulated 
owl.  
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Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of flammulated owl habitat would likely 
increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.2.2. Alternative 2: Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Should livestock use habitat for the flammulated owl nesting and brood rearing activities could be 
disturbed, especially if concentrated livestock activities occurred within a 650 feet buffer of the 
nest.  Livestock can indirectly affect flammulated owl nesting habitat when they forage on aspen 
suckers, inhibit the growth of young aspen suckers, and reduce the age diversity in aspen stands.   

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), flammulated owl nesting habitat has the potential to 
be affected by livestock grazing.  Like Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), Alternative 2 (Current 
Management) limits the foraging allowed on young aspen suckers to levels that should not inhibit 
the growth of young trees or reduce age diversity, which provides benefits in the form of future 
nesting trees.  Alternative 2 (Current Management) has the potential to have a greater impact on 
foraging habitat for flammulated owls than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The utilization 
standards under Alternative 2 (Current Management) would allow livestock to remain in aspen 
stands longer and leave less residual vegetation than under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), 
which would reduce the amount food and cover for insect prey species.  The longer time spent in 
the aspen stands would result in higher levels of soil compaction and reduced numbers of aspen 
suckers.  Over time, potential nesting habitat conditions could continue to decline in riparian and 
other habitats in poor condition.  Unless adjustments are made to grazing management, aspen 
stands that are not moving toward vegetation management objectives and show poor or no 
regeneration would continue in this current trend. 

Although this alternative could influence individual flammulated owls and their habitats, it is not 
expected to affect the viability of the species.  Under this alternative, long-term flammulated owl 
populations should remain relatively stable within the project area.  Because livestock grazing 
would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain 
allotments under this alternative, the direct or indirect effects to flammulated owl habitat in these 
four allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 
(No Action/No Grazing).   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Livestock grazing as proposed under Alternative 2 (Current Management) may result in a slight 
decrease in the quality of flammulated owl habitat.  Nesting and foraging habitat for the owls tend 
to be located on the steeper slopes or in habitat types not used by livestock (aspen areas bordered 
by white fir and bristlecone pine) and in riparian areas near these habitats.  In the limited areas 
where livestock use flammulated owl habitat, nesting and brood rearing activities could be 
disturbed, especially if concentrated livestock activities occur within 650 feet of a nest.  Livestock 
can indirectly affect flammulated owl nesting habitat when they forage on aspen suckers, inhibit 
the growth of young aspen suckers, and reduce the age diversity in aspen stands.   

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on bare ground and compaction are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects to the allotments that would be grazed would be 
similar to those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but the impacts to vegetative 
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communities used by flammulated owls would be increased as a result of no change in grazing 
practices.  The communities with the most notable changes related to owls include aspen 
communities, springs, meadows, and other riparian areas.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of this alternative and the cumulative effects of the 
other activities discussed above, the quality of flammulated owl habitat is likely to decrease or 
remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.2.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), aspen stands, springs, meadows, and other riparian 
areas would recover at a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.  The increase in grass 
and forb production would attract more insects, mainly moths, on which flammulated owls feed.  
Livestock would no longer disturb wildlife or displace them to other habitats.  The population of 
flammulated owls would remain relatively stable or increase within the project area.  This 
determination is based on the conclusion that the project does not remove or lessen the quality of 
any habitat component to the degree that survival or reproductive success for this species is 
negatively affected. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

As livestock rarely use flammulated owl nesting habitat, the quality of this habitat should remain 
stable under this alternative.  Livestock grazing can impact flammulated owl foraging habitat, 
thus removal of livestock is expected to improve the quality of foraging habitat for flammulated 
owls. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects associated with Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would be similar to 
those disclosed under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), except that the elimination of grazing is 
expected to improve nesting and foraging habitat faster and to a greater extent than under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
activities in the region (appendix H) have on flammulated owl habitat are discussed above under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The combinations of these actions to the quality of habitat for 
flammulated owl habitats would be considered minimal to beneficial. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of flammulated owl habitat 
is likely to remain stable or increase over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected 
to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.3. Greater Sage Grouse  

3.5.4.3.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock grazing has the potential to affect nesting, early- and late-brood, summer, and 
wintering habitat in all the allotments on the White Pine Range and the Cherry Creek, Pine 
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Creek/Quinn Canyon, and Troy Mountain allotments in the Grant-Quinn Range.  Under this 
alternative, the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, and Irwin Canyon allotments would be left vacant 
and the direct and indirect effects to these three allotments would be identical to those described 
in Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Livestock use has the potential to damage or destroy sage grouse nests and can affect the quality 
and quantity of nesting and brood-rearing habitat within riparian areas, wet meadows, and 
springs.  Localized and concentrated use by livestock can reduce understory grass cover, which 
may impact the quality of nesting habitat the following year and may affect nesting if grazed 
during the late-spring.  In these areas, there is the potential for livestock to browse or trample 
sagebrush plants, which can affect the quality of nest sites since sage grouse place their nests 
under sagebrush.  However, the proper use criteria (end of season utilization levels, 
corresponding within season triggers, and streambank alteration levels) in these habitats would 
be managed to maintain sufficient vegetation to provide forage and cover for sage grouse nesting 
and brood rearing.  The utilization standards would result in livestock being present in any 
particular place on the allotment for a shorter time period, which would lead to fewer sage 
grouse/cattle encounters, less trampling, and less disturbance.  The design features incorporated 
with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would lessen these impacts.  Activities that concentrate 
livestock use (water developments, supplement placement, etc.) would not be allowed within 0.5 
mile of a known sage grouse nest or active lek or within 0.25 miles of riparian or aspen 
vegetation communities. 

Livestock grazing in the uplands may also affect sage grouse habitat.  Localized and concentrated 
use by livestock can reduce understory grass and forb cover, which may impact the quality of 
summer habitat.  Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the proper use criteria (end of season 
utilization levels and corresponding within season triggers) in these habitats would be managed to 
maintain or improve understory grass and forb cover. 

Wintering habitat for sage grouse is primarily located along the north-central part of the White 
Pine Range.  Even though these allotments are not grazed during the winter season, potential 
impacts could still occur in areas where livestock have concentrated in upland habitats during the 
time they are on the allotments (spring, summer, and fall).  In these areas, there is the potential for 
livestock to browse or trample sagebrush plants, which can affect the quality of winter forage for 
sage grouse by reducing overall canopy cover of mature plants and the amount of sagebrush 
available above the snow.  

The population trends for this area were stable or showed an upward trend for 2003-2007; 2008 
and 2009 showed a decline (personnel comm. C. Baughman, 2010).  Implementation of 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is not expected to affect the viability of sage grouse.  Under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), long-term sage grouse populations should remain relatively 
stable or increase slightly within the project area.  This determination is based on the conclusion 
that Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) does not remove or lessen the quality of any habitat 
component to the degree that survival or reproductive success for this species is negatively 
affected. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), capable sage grouse habitat in satisfactory condition 
should remain stable and capable sage grouse habitat in unsatisfactory condition should improve.  
Lower end of season utilization levels should lead to greater residual vegetation and more 
desirable vegetative composition and structure.  The design features would protect important 
areas from concentrated use.   
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The Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA 
FS 2008b) includes a habitat restoration strategy (2008 MIS restoration strategy) for sagebrush 
habitat for sage grouse.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes several of the potential 
restoration actions listed in the 2008 MIS restoration strategy.  Using an ecological scorecard (the 
Matrices) to determine ecological condition in conjunction with proper use criteria (end-of-season 
utilization) based on the current ecological condition, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) should 
improve sagebrush vegetation communities that are not in functioning condition.  See the Upland 
Vegetation analysis in the Environmental Consequences section for Vegetation in chapter 3.  The 
2008 MIS restoration strategy also lists lek protection and meadow enhancement as potential 
restoration actions.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes design features that prohibit the 
placement of range developments that concentrate livestock use within 0.5 mile of an active lek 
and 0.25 of riparian vegetation communities, and requires grazing systems that prevent areas 
from being grazed in the same manner at the same time of year for 3 or more years in a row.  
These design features, coupled with adjustments to end-of season utilization based on current 
ecological condition, should improve meadow vegetation communities that are not in functioning 
condition.  See the Riparian Vegetation analysis in the Environmental Consequences section for 
Vegetation in chapter 3.  By improving sagebrush and meadow vegetation communities that are 
not in functioning condition, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would improve the quality of 
sagebrush and meadow habitat for sage grouse that is in unsatisfactory condition. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), sage grouse habitat quality across the analysis area is 
likely to improve on the grazed allotments over time as compared to existing conditions.  Other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to or have the potential to 
affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As the impacts from livestock grazing 
diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on sage 
grouse habitat quality.  Rates of recovery for both riparian and upland soils would potentially be 
increased, slowed, or reversed by other non-grazing associated activities that would continue, 
depending on those activities’ impacts to sage grouse habitat quality.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Although mining activities have occurred on the Ely Ranger District, it has been limited to 
exploration activities.  The effects of past mineral exploration are included in the description of 
the current conditions.  At this time, approved and reasonably foreseeable future mineral 
exploration projects would result in a surface disturbance of around 10 acres.  Mandatory 
restoration activities following the mining activity would be designed to alleviate this disturbance 
and shorten its duration.  The District completed an EIS for oil and gas leasing for the project area 
in 2007 and there has been some interest in exploration activities.  Prior to oil and gas leasing 
being approved, an environmental analysis would be required to assess the impacts.  The 2007 
EIS has stipulations protecting sage grouse leks and riparian areas (no surface occupancy), and 
limiting disturbance to sage grouse with timing limitations.  The majority of the leks sites occur 
on BLM lands.  Given the stipulations and rehabilitation efforts associated with potential oil and 
gas exploration, the impact to sage grouse habitat could be considered moderate if large scale oil 
and gas leasing areas are requested, to minimal if only exploration activities with limited ground 
disturbance continue.   

The Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) powerline is presently being built along the eastern side of 
the White Pine Range.  The powerline will pass near two leks on BLM lands within the 
cumulative effects area.  This could cause increased predation on sage grouse by raptors, as they 
could use the power lines as hunting perches.  Sage grouse could also be injured or killed by 
flying into these structures.  Construction of new power lines can contribute to habitat 
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degradation when accompanied by new roads or other infrastructure.  The BLM has required 
timing limitations to help mitigate disturbance to birds during the breeding season and design 
features to help reduce the use of powerlines as perches.  The installation of the SWIP powerline 
could impact the numbers of nesting females that may nest on the Forest.  The impact to sage 
grouse could be considered moderate if the sage grouse abandon the leks, to minimal if the design 
features are successful in limiting the impacts of the project on sage grouse. 

There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed to improve 
conditions in the analysis area.  The Copper Creek Stream Restoration Project was implemented 
in the Ellison Basin Allotment in 2010.  This project is designed to stop the headcuts that have 
developed over time on the Copper Creek meadow complex by restoring several hundred feet of 
the stream channel.  These actions should restore the water table along the stream and in adjacent 
meadows to its historic level.  The higher water table should be advantageous to plant species 
found in a meadow in functioning condition, which should lead to a desirable change in species 
composition.  In the Ellison Basin Allotment, there was one sagebrush vegetation treatment 
project in 2009 (totaling 200 acres) and two projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 acres).  A BLM 
project adjacent to the Cherry Creek Allotment treated 1,000 acres of sagebrush in 2010.  Two 
ongoing and two future pinyon-juniper encroachment projects would treat up to 17,000 acres in, 
or adjacent to, the Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, and Tom Plain allotments 
over the next 3 to 5 years.  In the planning stage is the Currant-Ellison Landscape Restoration 
project area in the southern portion of the White Pine Range.  This project involves 
approximately 185,000 acres with a treatments that range from mechanical, prescribed fire, 
road decommissioning, and weed inventory and treatments.  In general, the effects caused by 
these vegetation treatments are short-term (3 years or less) and have minimal adverse effects on 
the composition of vegetative communities.  Noxious weed treatments are ongoing in the project 
area.  See the Noxious and/or Invasive Weeds analysis in the Vegetation section in chapter 3.  
The habitat restoration strategy for sagebrush habitat for sage grouse included in the Humboldt-
Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA FS 2008b) 
identifies meadow restoration, sagebrush and pinyon-juniper treatments, and noxious weed 
control as potential MIS restoration actions.  Over the long term, these projects should result in an 
increase of productivity, abundance, and diversity of understory shrub and herbaceous species 
and reduce the expansion of pinyon-juniper, which should improve sage grouse habitat in the 
treated areas. 

In 2012, the district plans to construct three fences designed to protect approximately 10 acres of 
sage grouse habitat.  One of the fences would protect three acres along Copper Creek in the 
Ellison Basin Allotment.  Another fence would protect four acres of a meadow in the Tom Plain 
Allotment.  The final fence would protect three acres of a meadow in the Illipah Allotment.   The 
habitat restoration strategy for sagebrush habitat for sage grouse included in the Humboldt-
Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA FS 2008b) 
identifies meadow restoration as potential MIS restoration actions.  These fences should improve 
sage grouse habitat in the protected areas. 

Wild horses have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as permitted livestock.  
Many upland and riparian sites are grazed by wild horses after permitted livestock are 
removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, thus promoting undesirable species 
composition, increase of bare ground, and reduction of recovery time for many riparian 
systems.  This can impact nesting, brood rearing, and summer habitat for sage grouse by 
reducing the desirable plant species and disturbance.  Wild horse gathers conducted with the 
BLM are expected to move populations (currently between 300 and 350 wild horses for the 
Monte Cristo WHT, 90 wild horse for the Jakes Wash HA, and zero wild horses for the Quinn 
WHT) toward the established AMLs (72 to 96 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, zero for 
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the Jakes Wash HA, and 12 to 15 for the Quinn WHT). It is anticipated that the population 
reductions will enhance the range condition by allowing increased ground cover and diversity 
of the recovering plant community.  The combinations of these actions to the quality of habitat 
for sage grouse would be considered moderate to minimal, depending on the effectiveness of 
the horse gathers.   

An EA for Travel Management for the Ely Ranger District was signed in February 2009.  This 
will reduce the amount of routes and prohibits motor vehicle use off the designated NFS roads 
and NFS trails.  These road closures and prohibition of motor use off designated routes, along 
with the ongoing and planned restoration treatments on old roads and travel routes, would 
ultimately benefit wildlife species throughout the area by allowing native plant communities to 
regenerate thereby restoring the connectivity of important habitats and reducing the amount of 
disturbance to wildlife from motor vehicles.  The only foreseeable road construction within the 
cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral exploration 
activities.  There are no additional plans for the construction of any roads or motorized trails at 
this time.  The combination of these actions would benefit the quality of the habitat for sage 
grouse by reducing the number of routes within the area and maintaining nesting, brood 
rearing and summer habitat.   
No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV use, 
and other various minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting use is 
expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use (such as camping near 
meadows systems or along creeks) may disturb sage grouse and/or alter vegetative communities 
that provide brood rearing and summer habitat for sage grouse.  Recreational activities are 
generally limited in size and would have minimal to moderate impacts to sage grouse.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of sage grouse habitat is likely to 
increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.3.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock grazing would affect nesting, early- and late-brood, summer, and wintering habitat to a 
greater extent than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), 
livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or 
Troy Mountain allotments and the direct or indirect effects to sage grouse habitat in these four 
allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing).  Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the utilization standards would 
allow livestock to remain in one area longer and leave less residual vegetation than under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  This would increase the potential to damage or destroy sage 
grouse nests as compared to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The higher utilization standards 
and lack of design features regarding activities that concentrate livestock would result in higher 
impacts on the quality and quantity of nesting and brood-rearing habitat within riparian areas, wet 
meadows, and springs than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  This would reduce the vegetation 
that serves as food and cover.  Unless adjustments are made to the grazing management, riparian 
areas that are in non-functioning or functioning-at-risk condition would continue along this trend.   
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Although Alternative 2 (Current Management) influences sage grouse and their habitats, it is not 
expected to affect the viability of the species.  Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), long-
term sage grouse populations should remain relatively stable, or decline within the project area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), sage grouse habitat that is in satisfactory condition is 
expected to remain stable.  Sage grouse habitat in unsatisfactory condition is unlikely to improve 
without adjustments to management.  Alternative 2 (Current Management) does not expressly 
include any of the potential restoration actions listed in the 2008 MIS restoration strategy, but 
management adjustments made to improve sage grouse habitat that is in unsatisfactory condition 
would result in the restoration of sage grouse habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on sage grouse habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action).  The cumulative effects to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to those 
described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but the condition of vegetation communities 
that provide sage grouse habitat are expected to remain stable or trend downward.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of this alternative and the cumulative effects of the 
other activities discussed above, the quality of sage grouse habitat is likely to remain stable or 
decrease over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.3.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would immediately eliminate livestock grazing from the 
project area.  Direct and indirect effects from grazing would no longer occur on any of the 
allotments.  The elimination of livestock grazing has positive and negative impacts to sage 
grouse.  Livestock congregation areas would be eliminated in potential habitat.  The removal of 
livestock grazing would allow plant species to complete their growth cycle.  Plant vigor, soil 
stability, and ground cover would increase.  Composition and density of plant species would 
move toward more desirable conditions.  Sage grouse could be positively impacted by the 
reduction in structural damage to brush species from livestock grazing.  However, with no 
livestock grazing, less water would be available to sage grouse, as stock tanks would no longer be 
maintained.  Water developments for livestock where water is available on ground can be used by 
sage grouse. 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), riparian areas, uplands, aspen stands, meadows, 
seeps, and springs would recover at a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.  The 
abundance of grass and forb species would increase and provide more forage for wildlife species 
during the spring and summer.  The increase in grass and forb production would attract more 
insects that benefit young sage grouse that forage on insects.  However, some forb species that are 
important to sage grouse chicks, such as dandelions, would reduce as meadows recover.  
Livestock would no longer displace wildlife to other habitats.  With Alternative 3 (No Action/No 
Grazing), there would no longer be a risk that livestock may trample nests or chicks.  Alternative 
3 (No Action/No Grazing) would offer the greatest ground cover to conceal chicks, nests, and 
birds from predators.   
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Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) is not expected to affect the viability of sage grouse.  The 
population of sage grouse would remain relatively stable or increase within the project area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Although Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) does not expressly include any of the potential 
restoration actions listed in the 2008 MIS restoration strategy, sage grouse habitat that is in 
unsatisfactory condition is expected to improve under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) at a 
faster rate than either of the action alternatives.  Sage grouse habitat that is in satisfactory 
condition would remain stable. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), domestic livestock grazing would no longer occur 
within the project area.  This would result in fewer adverse impacts to sage grouse habitat within 
the analysis area.  The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the 
region (appendix H) have on sage grouse habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  As the impacts from past livestock grazing diminish, there would be a 
corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on sage grouse habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of sage grouse habitat is 
likely to remain stable or trend upward over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not 
expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.4. Northern Goshawk  

3.5.4.4.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock grazing can impact the quality of foraging and nesting habitats for northern goshawks 
within riparian, aspen and cottonwood communities.  The impacts include alteration of vegetation 
communities, which influences prey species and future nesting and foraging habitats.  Northern 
goshawk are affected indirectly by livestock when they forage on aspen suckers which inhibits 
the growth of young aspen suckers and reduces the age diversity in aspen stands.  Livestock tend 
to congregate in the shade of aspens stands, often resulting in soil compaction and reduction in 
aspen suckers.  Within the project area, there are also riparian habitats, which may be important 
to northern goshawks.  Presently, riparian areas are in less than desirable condition.  Livestock 
impacts in riparian areas may impact the availability and variety of prey species utilized by 
northern goshawks in those areas.  

Livestock use has the potential to affect the quality and quantity of nesting and foraging habitat 
within riparian areas, wet meadows, and springs.  Localized and concentrated use by livestock 
can reduce understory grass cover, which may impact the quality of foraging habitat the 
following year.  A design feature incorporated with this alternative would lessen these impacts.  
Activities that concentrate livestock use (water developments, supplement placement, etc.) would 
not be allowed within 0.25 miles of riparian or aspen vegetation communities.  Furthermore, the 
proper use criteria established for riparian areas levels are designed to ensure and speed up the 
recovery of these habitats.  By implementing the design feature and applying the appropriate 
proper use criteria, livestock use allowed in riparian habitats would be managed to maintain 
sufficient vegetation to provide habitat for the prey species for northern goshawks. 
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Livestock grazing in the uplands, adjacent to riparian habitat, may also affect northern goshawk 
foraging habitat.  Localized and concentrated use by livestock can reduce understory grass and 
forb cover, which may impact the quality of summer habitat.  As with the riparian areas, the 
proper use criteria for the upland vegetation communities are designed to ensure that functioning 
conditions are maintained or achieved.  See the Vegetation section for a description of the effects 
of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) on riparian and upland vegetation communities.  

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would not negatively affect northern goshawk.  The aspen and 
cottonwood areas within the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges are in decline due to factors 
other than livestock grazing.  Additional management actions, such as prescribed fire or fencing, 
would be necessary to restore northern goshawk nesting habitat.  Although Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) could influence individual northern goshawks and their habitats, it is not 
expected to affect the viability of the species within Nevada or across the species range and only 
a very small portion of the overall northern goshawk population on the Humboldt National 
Forest.  Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), long-term northern goshawk populations should 
remain relatively stable or increase slightly within the analysis area.  Livestock grazing would not 
be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon allotments.  The direct and 
indirect effects to northern goshawk habitat in these three allotments would be identical to those 
described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat 

Capable nesting and foraging habitat that are in satisfactory condition are expected to remain 
stable under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Capable foraging habitat that is not in satisfactory 
condition would improve, as riparian and other habitats in poor condition are identified and the 
prescribed adjustments and design features are implemented.  Capable nesting habitat that is not 
in satisfactory condition is expected to remain stable under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).   

The Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA 
FS 2008b) includes a habitat restoration strategy for sagebrush habitat for northern goshawk.  
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes several of the potential restoration actions listed in the 
2008 MIS restoration strategy.  Using an ecological scorecard (the Matrices) to determine 
ecological condition in conjunction with proper use criteria (end-of-season utilization) based on 
the current ecological condition. Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) should improve aspen and 
cottonwood vegetation communities that are not in functioning condition.  This would improve 
nesting habitat for northern goshawk.  See the analysis on the Aspen and Cottonwood Groups in 
the Environmental Consequences section for Vegetation in chapter 3.  Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) includes design features that prohibit the placement of range developments that 
concentrate livestock use with 0.25 of aspen and riparian vegetation communities.  This design 
features, coupled with adjustments to end-of season utilization based on current ecological 
condition, should improve aspen and riparian vegetation communities that are not in functioning 
condition.  See the Aspen and Cottonwood Groups and Riparian Vegetation analysis in the 
Environmental Consequences section for Vegetation in chapter 3.  By improving aspen, 
cottonwood, and riparian vegetation communities that are not in functioning condition, 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would improve the quality of aspen, cottonwood, and riparian 
habitat for northern goshawk that is in unsatisfactory condition. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), northern goshawk habitat that is being impacted by 
livestock grazing is likely to improve on the grazed allotments over time as compared to existing 
conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to or 
have the potential to affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As the impacts from 
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livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative 
effects on northern goshawk habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacted northern goshawk habitat.  Although 
mining activities have occurred on the Ely Ranger District, they have been limited in scope and 
scale.  Mining activities, road construction, exploration activities, and pit development could 
cause negative effects to the northern goshawk and associated prey species.  These effects include 
habitat removal, fragmentation, high risk of noxious weed invasion, and disturbance from 
operations during critical nesting periods.  The effects of past mineral exploration are reflected in 
the description of current conditions.  There are no present or reasonably foreseeable mineral 
explorations in northern goshawk habitat.  The Ely Ranger District completed an EIS for oil and 
gas leasing (USDA FS 2007b) and there has been some interest in exploration activities.  Before 
leasing for oil and gas exploration could occur, an environmental analysis would be required to 
assess the impacts.  The 2007 EIS contains stipulations to protect raptor nests including a timing 
limitation from March 1 to August 15, controlled surface use in riparian aspen communities, and 
no surface occupancy in riparian buffers.  The effects from oil and gas leasing after application of 
these stipulations would be considered minimal as ground disturbance would be minor and timing 
restrictions would protect northern goshawks during the sensitive nesting period. 

Two aspen stands were protected with a fence in 2007.  The fence was constructed to protect 13 
acres of aspen from grazing by livestock and big game in the Illipah Allotment.  Another fence to 
protect an aspen stand was completed on the Illipah Allotment in the summer of 2012.  That 
fence protects 3 acres of aspen from livestock grazing, but would be designed to allow access by 
big game.  The habitat restoration strategy for aspen habitat for northern goshawk included in the 
Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA FS 
2008b) identifies exclusion from grazing and browsing through fencing and/or barrier placement 
as a potential MIS restoration action.  The exclusion of grazing from these aspen stands would 
allow for more successful recruitment of saplings and suckers.  Over the long term, the age 
diversity in aspen stands would increase and northern goshawk nesting habitat would improve. 

Vegetation treatments, such as prescribed fire, mechanical treatments (mastication, mowing, 
chipping, whole tree removal, cut/leave and fire wood removal), would continue to occur in the 
analysis area.  The reduced fuel loading would help prevent a wildfire from removing larger acres 
of habitat, and the mountain brush and sagebrush habitats would be maintained by the reduction 
in the expanding pinyon-junipers.  These projects may have short-term adverse effects on the 
quality of northern goshawk foraging habitat if they occur near nesting habitat.  The adverse 
impacts generally only last for 2 to 3 years or less.  Over the long term, these projects should 
result in an improvement to the quality of foraging habitat by improving the diversity in 
vegetation communities (which increases age classes), which in turn would increase the quality of 
the habitat for prey species.  The combination of these actions to the quality of foraging habitat 
for northern goshawk would be considered minimal to beneficial.   

Wild horses and estray livestock have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as 
permitted livestock.  Many sites are grazed by wild horses and/or estray livestock after permitted 
livestock are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, thus promoting undesirable 
species composition, increase of bare ground, and reduction of recovery time for many riparian 
systems.  This can impact nesting and foraging habitat for northern goshawks by causing 
disturbance and reducing the desirable plants for prey species.  Wild horse gathers conducted by 
the BLM are expected to move populations (currently between 300 and 350 wild horses for the 
Monte Cristo Wild Horse Territory (WHT), 90 for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and zero for the 
Quinn WHT) toward the established AMLs (72 to 96 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, 
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zero for the Jakes Wash HA, and 12 to 15 for the Quinn WHT).  It is anticipated that the 
population reductions would enhance the range condition by allowing increased ground cover and 
diversity of the recovering plant community.  The combination of these actions to the quality of 
habitat for northern goshawk would be considered moderate to minimal, depending on the 
effectiveness of the gathers.   

A Travel Management Plan for the Ely Ranger District was signed in February 2009.  The travel 
plan designates routes for motor vehicle use and prohibits motor vehicle use off of designated 
National Forest System roads and trails.  Limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes, along 
with the ongoing and planned restoration treatments on closed roads and travel routes, would 
ultimately benefit wildlife species throughout the area in several ways.  It would allow native 
plant communities to regenerate, thereby restoring the connectivity of important habitats, and 
reduce the amount of disturbance to wildlife from motor vehicles.  The only foreseeable road 
construction within the cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral 
exploration activities.  There are no additional plans for the construction of any roads or 
motorized trails at this time.  Many of the known nesting habitats are located close to existing 
roads.  It would be difficult to quantify the actual disturbance generated from these roads to 
northern goshawks, but at this point there is no evidence to indicate disturbance of this nature has 
resulted in any impact to nesting northern goshawks.  The combination of these actions would 
benefit the quality of the habitat for northern goshawk by reducing the number of routes within 
the area and maintaining nesting and foraging habitat.   

No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses (such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV 
use) and other various minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting 
use is expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use (such as camping in or 
near nesting and foraging habitats) may disturb nesting northern goshawks and/or alter vegetative 
communities that provide nesting and foraging habitat for northern goshawks.  Dispersed 
campsites are often placed in riparian areas, which can impact important northern goshawk 
nesting habitat.  Human disturbance from recreation activities can cause the northern goshawk to 
abandon foraging behavior or to abandon their nest.  It would be difficult to quantify the actual 
disturbance to northern goshawks generated from dispersed camping, but at this point there is no 
evidence to indicate that disturbance of this nature has resulted in any impact to nesting northern 
goshawks.  Recreational activities are generally limited in size and would have minimal to 
moderate impacts to northern goshawks.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of northern goshawk habitat is likely to 
increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.4.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock grazing under Alternative 2 (Current Management) would result in greater impacts than 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) to the quality of foraging and nesting habitat for northern 
goshawks within riparian areas, and in aspen, cottonwood, and upland communities.  The impacts 
would include alteration of vegetation communities, which can impact prey species and future 
nesting and foraging habitats.   

The utilization standards under Alternative 2 (Current Management) would leave less vegetation 
after grazing than under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  This higher level of use has the 
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potential to affect the quality and quantity of the habitat for prey species within riparian areas, 
wet meadows, and springs by reducing the vegetation that serves as food and cover.  Unless 
adjustments are made to the grazing management for riparian areas that are not in functioning 
condition, less than functioning conditions would continue to persist.  Northern goshawk habitat 
in the uplands would also be impacted at greater levels than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) due 
to the higher use levels allowed under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  Unlike Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action), Alternative 2 (Current Management) does not include a design feature 
restricting activities that concentrate livestock use near riparian and aspen vegetation 
communities, which protects foraging and nesting habitat.   

There would be no impacts to the viability of the species within Nevada or across the species 
range and to only a small portion of the overall northern goshawk population on the Humboldt 
National Forest.  Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), long-term northern goshawk 
populations should remain relatively stable within the project area.  Because livestock grazing 
would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain 
allotments under this alternative, the direct or indirect effects to northern goshawk habitat in these 
four allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 
(No Action/No Grazing).   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

The quality of northern goshawk habitat that is in satisfactory condition is expected to remain 
stable under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  The quality of habitat that is not in satisfactory 
condition could improve if appropriate management adjustments are made.  Alternative 2 
(Current Management) does not expressly include any of the potential restoration actions listed in 
the 2008 MIS restoration strategy, but management adjustments made to improve northern 
goshawk habitat that is in unsatisfactory condition would result in the restoration of northern 
goshawk habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on northern goshawk habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects to the allotments that would be grazed would be 
similar to those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but northern goshawk habitat is 
expected to remain stable, but could improve at a slower rate than Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) if grazing management is adjusted to allow for and facilitate recovery of the vegetation 
communities that provide habitat for northern goshawk.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of this alternative and the cumulative effects of the 
other activities discussed above, the quality of northern goshawk habitat is likely to remain stable 
or decrease over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.4.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would immediately eliminate livestock grazing in the 
project area.  Direct and indirect effects from grazing would no longer occur on any of the 
allotments.  The elimination of livestock grazing has positive and negative impacts to wildlife.  
Livestock would no longer congregate in potential habitat.  The removal of livestock grazing 
would allow plant species to complete their growth cycle.  Plant vigor, soil stability, and ground 
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cover would increase.  Composition of plant species would move toward more desirable 
conditions.  The reduction in structural damage to brush species from livestock grazing would 
have a positive effect for northern goshawk prey species.  However, with no livestock grazing, 
less water would be available to wildlife, as stock tanks would no longer be maintained.   

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), riparian areas, aspen stands, meadows, seeps, and 
springs would recover at a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.  The abundance of 
grass and forb species would increase for the most part and provide a higher quality of foraging 
habitat for northern goshawks.  An increase in grass and forb production would attract more prey 
species that forage on insects.  Livestock would no longer displace wildlife to other habitats.   

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) is not expected to affect the viability of northern goshawk.  
The population of northern goshawk would remain relatively stable or increase within the 
analysis area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Although Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) does not expressly include any of the potential 
restoration actions listed in the 2008 MIS restoration strategy, northern goshawk habitat in 
satisfactory condition would be expected to remain stable.  Habitat in less than satisfactory 
condition would be expected to improve. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), livestock grazing would no longer occur within the 
project area.  This would result in fewer adverse impacts within the analysis area.  The impacts 
that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have on 
sage grouse habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the impacts 
from past livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall 
cumulative effects on northern goshawk habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of northern goshawk habitat 
is likely to increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected 
to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.5. Peregrine Falcon  
Both the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges contain rock cliffs and rock outcroppings that could 
be used for nesting.  These nesting habitat types are not impacted by livestock grazing.  Potential 
foraging habitat for the peregrine falcon could be impacted by continued livestock grazing, 
primarily in riparian areas, wetlands, and springs.  Livestock grazing near seeps, springs, and 
riparian areas reduces vegetation cover and may influence the availability or variety of prey base 
available for peregrine falcons.   

3.5.4.5.1. Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock use under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) has the potential to affect the quality and 
quantity of foraging habitat within riparian areas, wet meadows, and springs.  Localized and 
concentrated use by livestock can reduce understory grass cover, which may impact the quality of 
foraging habitat the following year.  A design feature incorporated with Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) would lessen these impacts.  Activities that concentrate livestock use (water 
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developments, supplement placement, etc.) would not be allowed within 0.25 miles of riparian 
vegetation communities.  Furthermore, the proper use criteria (utilization measured at the end of 
the growing season) established for riparian areas levels are designed to ensure and speed up the 
recovery of these habitats.  By implementing the design feature and applying the appropriate 
proper use criteria, livestock use allowed in riparian habitats would be managed to maintain 
sufficient vegetation to provide habitat for the prey species for peregrine falcons.   

Livestock grazing in the uplands may also affect peregrine falcon foraging habitat.  Localized and 
concentrated use by livestock can reduce understory grass and forb cover, which may impact the 
quality of foraging habitat.  As with the riparian areas, the proper use criteria for the upland 
vegetation communities are designed to ensure that functioning conditions are maintained or 
achieved.   

Implementation of this alternative is not expected to affect the viability of peregrine falcons.  The 
population of peregrine falcons would remain relatively stable or increase within the project area.  
This determination is based on the conclusion that the project does not remove or lessen the 
quality of any habitat component to the degree that survival or reproductive success for this 
species is negatively affected.  Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, 
Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to peregrine falcon 
habitat in these three allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments 
under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), foraging habitat that is in functioning condition is 
expected to remain stable.  Foraging habitat that is not in functioning condition would improve 
with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), as riparian and upland habitats in poor condition are 
identified and the prescribed adjustments and design features are implemented.  Livestock 
grazing is not expected to change the quality of nesting habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), peregrine falcon foraging habitat that is being impacted 
by livestock grazing would likely improve on the grazed allotments over time as compared to 
existing conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue 
to or have the potential to affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As the impacts 
from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall 
cumulative effects on peregrine falcon foraging habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on peregrine falcon habitat.  Although 
mining activities have occurred on the Ely Ranger District, they have been limited in scope and 
scale.  The effects of past mineral exploration are reflected in the description of current 
conditions.  There are no present or reasonably foreseeable mineral explorations in peregrine 
falcon habitat.  The Ely Ranger District completed an EIS for oil and gas leasing (USDA FS 
2007b) and there has been some interest in exploration activities.  Before leasing for oil and gas 
could be approved, an environmental analysis would be required to assess the impacts.  The 2007 
EIS contains stipulations to protect raptor nests include a timing limitation from March 1 to 
August 15 within an 800 meter buffer, and no surface occupancy on slopes greater than 40 
percent and within riparian buffers.  The effects from oil and gas leasing after application of these 
stipulations would be considered minimal because ground disturbance would be minor and timing 
restrictions would protect the peregrine falcon during the sensitive nesting period.  No nesting 
habitat would be affected and only a small portion of foraging habitat would be impacted.  
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However, if large scale oil and gas leasing occurs, the quality of habitat for the peregrine falcons 
could be moderately affected.  Leases would require rehabilitation efforts that would shorten the 
duration of the effect on peregrine falcon habitat. 

Vegetation treatments, such as prescribed fire, mechanical treatments (mastication, mowing, 
chipping, whole tree removal, cut/leave and fire wood removal), would continue in the analysis 
area.  There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed to 
improve conditions in the analysis area.  The Copper Creek Stream Restoration Project was 
implemented in the Ellison Basin Allotment in 2010.  This project is designed to stop the 
headcuts that have developed over time on the Copper Creek meadow complex by restoring 
several hundred feet of the stream channel.  These actions should restore the water table along the 
stream and in adjacent meadows to its historic level.  The higher water table should be 
advantageous to plant species normally found in a meadow in functioning condition, which 
should lead to a desirable change in species composition.  In the Currant Creek and Ellison Basin 
allotments, two vegetation treatment projects occurred in 2009 (totaling 500 acres) and two 
projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 acres).  A BLM project adjacent to the Cherry Creek Allotment 
treated 1,000 acres in 2010.  Two ongoing and two future projects would treat up to 17,000 acres 
in, or adjacent to, the Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, and Tom Plain 
allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  The Currant-Ellison Landscape Restoration project in the 
southern portion of the White Pine Range is in the planning stage.  This project involves 
approximately 185,000 acres with treatments that range from mechanical, prescribed fire, road 
decommissioning, and weed inventory and treatments.  The reduced fuel loading would help 
prevent a wildfire from removing larger acres of habitat, and the sagebrush habitat would be 
maintained by the reduction in expanding pinyon-junipers.  These projects may have short-term 
adverse effects on the quality of wildlife habitat, the composition of vegetative communities, and 
the amount of bare ground.  These adverse impacts generally last for 2 to 3 years or less.  Over 
the long term, these projects should result in an improvement to the quality of foraging habitat for 
peregrine falcons, by improving the diversity in vegetation communities (which increases age 
classes), which in turn would increase the quality of the habitat for prey species.  The 
combinations of these actions to the quality of habitat for peregrine falcons would be considered 
minimal to beneficial.   

Wild horses and estray livestock have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as 
permitted livestock.  Many sites are grazed by wild horses and/or estray livestock after permitted 
livestock are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, thus promoting undesirable 
species composition, increasing bare ground, and reducing recovery time for many riparian 
systems.  This can impact foraging habitat for peregrine falcons by reducing the desirable plants 
for prey species.  Wild horse gathers conducted by the BLM are expected to move populations 
(currently between 300 and 350 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, 90 for the Jakes Wash 
Herd Area, and zero for the Quinn WHT) toward the established AMLs (72 to 96 wild horses 
for the Monte Cristo WHT, zero for the Jakes Wash HA, and 12 to 15 for the Quinn WHT).  It 
is anticipated that the population reductions would enhance the range condition by allowing 
increased ground cover and diversity of the recovering plant community.  The effects to the 
quality of the habitat for peregrine falcons from reducing the wild horse population would be 
considered minimal, depending on the effectiveness of the horse gathers.   

A travel management plan for the Ely Ranger District was signed in February 2009.  The travel 
plan designates routes for motor vehicle use and prohibits motor vehicle use off of designated 
National Forest System roads and trails.  Limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes, along 
with the ongoing and planned restoration treatments on closed roads and travel routes, would 
ultimately benefit wildlife species throughout the area in several ways.  It would allow native 
plant communities to regenerate, thereby restoring the connectivity of important habitats, and 
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reduce the amount of disturbance to wildlife from motor vehicles.  The only foreseeable road 
construction within the cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral 
exploration activities.  These actions would benefit the quality of the peregrine falcon habitat by 
reducing the number of routes within the area and maintaining foraging habitat.   

No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV use, 
and other minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting use is 
expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use (such as camping near 
meadows systems or along creeks) may disturb wildlife and/or alter vegetative communities that 
provide potential foraging habitats for prey species used by peregrine falcons.  Recreational 
activities are generally limited in size and would have minimal impacts to peregrine falcons as 
they forage over large acreages.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of this alternative and the cumulative effects of the 
other activities discussed above, the quality of peregrine falcon habitat is likely to increase or 
remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.5.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

The utilization standards under Alternative 2 (Current Management) would leave less vegetation 
after grazing than under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  This higher level of use has the 
potential to affect the quality and quantity of the habitat for prey species within riparian areas, 
wet meadows, springs, and uplands by reducing the vegetation that serves as food and cover.  
Presently, many of these areas are in less than functioning condition.  Unless adjustments are 
made to grazing management for riparian areas that are not in functioning condition, less than 
functioning conditions would continue to persist.  Unlike Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), 
Alternative 2 (Current Management) does not include a design feature restricting activities that 
concentrate livestock use near riparian and aspen vegetation communities, which would protect 
peregrine falcon foraging habitat.  No nesting habitat would be impacted.  Because livestock 
grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy 
Mountain allotments under this alternative, the direct or indirect effects to peregrine falcon 
habitat in these four allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments 
under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Implementation of Alternative 2 (Current Management) is not expected to affect the viability of 
peregrine falcons.  Livestock grazing under Alternative 2 (Current Management) results in 
impacts to the quality of foraging habitat for peregrines falcons within riparian areas and in aspen 
and cottonwood, and upland communities.  The impacts include alteration of vegetation 
communities, which can impact habitats for prey species.  This determination is based on the 
conclusion that the project does not remove or lessen the quality of any habitat component to the 
degree that survival or reproductive success for this species is negatively affected.  There are no 
impacts to the viability of the species within Nevada or across the species range.  Under this 
alternative, long-term peregrine falcon populations should remain relatively stable within the 
project area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

The quality of peregrine falcon foraging habitat in functioning condition is expected to remain 
stable under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  Nesting habitat would not change.  The 
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quality of foraging habitat that is not in functioning condition could improve if appropriate 
management adjustments are made. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the quality of peregrine falcon habitat is likely to 
remain stable, but it could improve with adjustments to grazing management.  The impacts that 
other activities in the analysis area have on peregrine falcon habitat are discussed above under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects under this alternative to most of the 
allotments would be similar to those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but the 
quality of habitat is expected to remain stable or trend downward.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of peregrine falcon habitat 
is likely to decrease or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not 
expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.5.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), riparian area, aspen stands, meadows, seeps, and 
springs would recover at a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.  The increase in grass 
and forb production would attract more insects, which could attract more small mammals and 
birds that feed on insects.  This would increase the prey base for peregrine falcons.  Livestock 
would no longer displace wildlife to other habitats.   

The population of peregrine falcons would remain relatively stable or increase within the project 
area.  This determination is based on the conclusion that the project does not remove or lessen the 
quality of any habitat component to the degree that survival or reproductive success for this 
species is negatively affected. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Peregrine falcon habitat in functioning condition would be expected to remain stable.  Habitat in 
less than functioning condition would be expected to improve. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), domestic livestock grazing would no longer occur 
within the project area.  This would result in fewer adverse impacts within the analysis area.  The 
impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) 
have on peregrine falcon habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As 
the impacts from past livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the 
overall cumulative effects on peregrine falcon habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of peregrine falcon habitat 
is likely to increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected 
to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 
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3.5.4.6. Pygmy Rabbit  
Livestock grazing in the uplands, especially those adjacent to riparian areas, affect pygmy rabbit 
habitat by trampling stands and creating trails.  These impacts can affect the structure and cause 
fragmentation of the stands reducing food and shelter for the pygmy rabbit.  The loss of quantity 
and quality of understory vegetation in many potential habitats and loss of woody vegetation may 
affect the pygmy rabbits.   

3.5.4.6.1. Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the proper use criteria (end of season utilization levels 
and corresponding within season triggers) would be managed to maintain sufficient vegetation to 
provide for forage and cover in the vegetation communities that provide habitat for pygmy rabbit.  
The utilization standards would result in livestock being present in any particular place on the 
allotment for a shorter time period, which would lead to less trampling of vegetation and less 
disturbance.  Localized and concentrated use by livestock can reduce understory grass and forb 
cover, which may impact the quality of the habitat.  Areas of concern tend to be located near sites 
where cattle concentrate such as salt locations or water developments.  The design feature 
incorporated with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would lessen these impacts.  Future planned 
activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use such as salting, placement of watering 
sources, and placement of temporary handling facilities, would be placed at least 100 feet from a 
pygmy rabbit burrow.   

Under this alternative, long-term pygmy rabbit populations should remain relatively stable or 
increase slightly within the project area.  Implementation of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is 
not expected to affect the viability of pygmy rabbits.  This determination is based on the 
conclusion that the project does not remove or lessen the quality of any habitat component to the 
degree that survival or reproductive success for this species is negatively affected.  Livestock 
grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon allotments.  
The direct and indirect effects to northern goshawk habitat in these three allotments would be 
identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Pygmy rabbit habitat that is in functioning condition is expected to remain stable under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Habitat that is not in functioning condition would improve with 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), as riparian and upland habitats in poor condition are identified 
and the prescribed adjustments and design features are implemented.   

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), pygmy rabbit habitat that is being impacted by livestock 
grazing would likely improve on the grazed allotments over time as compared to existing 
conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to or 
have the potential to affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As the impacts from 
livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative 
effects on pygmy rabbit habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on pygmy rabbit habitat.  Although 
mining activity has occurred on the Ely Ranger District, it has been limited in scope and scale.  
The effects of past mineral exploration are reflected in the description of current conditions.  
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There are no present or reasonably foreseeable mineral explorations in pygmy rabbit habitat.  The 
Ely Ranger District completed an EIS for oil and gas leasing (USDA FS 2007b) and there has 
been some interest in exploration activities.  Before leasing for oil and gas could be approved, an 
environmental analysis would be required to assess the impacts.  These actions would be 
considered minimal to pygmy rabbit habitat because ground disturbance would be minor.  
However, if large scale oil and gas leasing occurs, the quality of habitat for the pygmy rabbit 
could be moderately affected.  Leases would require rehabilitation efforts that would shorten the 
duration of the effect on pygmy rabbit habitat. 

Vegetation treatments, such as prescribed fire, mechanical treatments (mastication, mowing, 
chipping, whole tree removal, cut/leave and fire wood removal), would continue to occur in the 
analysis area.  There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed 
to improve conditions in the analysis area.  In the Ellison Basin Allotment, there was a vegetation 
treatment project in 2009 (totaling 200 acres) and two projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 acres).  A 
BLM project adjacent to the Cherry Creek Allotment treated 1,000 acres in 2010.  Two ongoing 
and two future projects would treat up to 17,000 acres in, or adjacent to, the Cherry Creek, 
Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, and Tom Plain allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  The 
Currant-Ellison Landscape Restoration project in the southern portion of the White Pine 
Range is currently in the planning stage.  This project involves approximately 185,000 acres 
with treatments that range from mechanical, prescribed fire, road decommissioning, and weed 
inventory and treatments.  The reduced fuel loading would help prevent wildfire from removing 
large acres of habitat.  Sagebrush habitat would be maintained by the reduction in the expanding 
pinyon-junipers.  These projects may have short-term adverse effects on the quality of wildlife 
habitat, composition of vegetative communities, and bare ground.  These adverse impacts 
generally last for 2 to 3 years or less.  Over the long term, these projects should result in an 
improvement to the quality of habitat for pygmy rabbits by improving the diversity in vegetation 
communities (which increases age classes), which in turn would increase the quality of the 
habitat.  These actions would be considered minimal to beneficial to the quality of habitat for 
pygmy rabbits.   

Wild horses and estray livestock have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as 
permitted livestock.  Many upland and riparian sites are grazed by wild horses and/or estray 
livestock after permitted livestock are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, thus 
promoting undesirable species composition, increasing the amount of bare ground, and reducing 
the recovery time for many riparian systems.  This can impact sagebrush habitat for pygmy 
rabbits by reducing the desirable plant species and disturbance.  Wild horse gathers conducted by 
the BLM are expected to move populations (currently between 300 and 350 wild horses for the 
Monte Cristo WHT, 90 for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and zero for the Quinn WHT) toward 
the established AMLs (72 to 96 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, zero for the Jakes Wash 
Herd Area, and 12 to 15 for the Quinn WHT).  It is anticipated that the population reductions 
would enhance the range condition by allowing increased ground cover and diversity of the 
recovering plant community.  The combination of these actions to the quality of habitat for 
pygmy rabbits would be considered moderate to minimal, depending on the effectiveness of the 
horse gathers.   

A travel management plan for the Ely Ranger District was signed in February 2009.  The travel 
plan designates routes for motor vehicle use and prohibits motor vehicle use off of designated 
National Forest System roads and trails.  Limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes, along 
with the ongoing and planned restoration treatments on closed roads and travel routes, would 
ultimately benefit wildlife species throughout the area in several ways.  It would allow native 
plant communities to regenerate, thereby restoring the connectivity of important habitats, and 
reducing the amount of disturbance to wildlife from motor vehicles.  The only foreseeable road 
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construction within the cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral 
exploration activities.  These actions would benefit the quality of the habitat for pygmy rabbits by 
reducing the number of routes within the area and maintaining pygmy rabbit habitat.   

No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses (such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV 
use) and other minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting use is 
expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use, such as camping, may 
disturb pygmy rabbits and/or alter vegetative communities that provide habitat for pygmy rabbits.  
Recreational activities are generally limited in size and the potential effects when combined with 
the effects from cattle grazing and associated activities would be minimal and limited to 
individual pygmy rabbits. 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of pygmy rabbit habitat is likely to 
increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.6.2. Alternative 2: Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock use under Alternative 2 (Current Management) is expected to affect the quality and 
quantity of the habitat in the uplands and adjacent riparian areas.  As compared to Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action), the utilization standards under Alternative 2 (Current Management) could 
result in the loss of more woody vegetation, greater changes in vegetation composition, and 
increased trampling.  These impacts would affect the vegetation that provides food and hiding 
cover for individual pygmy rabbits within the analysis area.  Areas of concern tend to be located 
near sites where cattle concentrate such as salt locations or water developments.  Localized and 
concentrated use by livestock can reduce understory grass cover, which impacts the quality of the 
habitat for pygmy rabbits.  Unlike Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), Alternative 2 (Current 
Management) does not include a design feature restricting activities that concentrate livestock use 
within 100 feet from a pygmy rabbit burrow.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized 
in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under this 
alternative, the direct or indirect effects to pygmy rabbit habitat in these four allotments would be 
identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), long-term pygmy rabbit populations should remain 
relatively stable within the project area.  Implementation of Alternative 2 (Current Management) 
is not expected to affect the viability of pygmy rabbits.  This determination is based on the 
conclusion that the project does not remove or lessen the quality of any habitat component to the 
degree that survival or reproductive success for this species is negatively affected. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

The quality of pygmy rabbit habitat in functioning condition is expected to remain stable under 
Alternative 2 (Current Management).  The quality of habitat that is not in functioning condition 
could improve if appropriate management adjustments are made. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the quality of pygmy rabbit habitat is likely to 
remain stable, but it could improve with adjustments to grazing management.  The impacts that 
other activities in the analysis area have on pygmy rabbit habitat are discussed above under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects under this alternative to most of the 
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allotments would be similar to those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but the 
quality of habitat is expected to remain stable or trend downward.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of pygmy rabbit habitat is 
likely to decrease or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected 
to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.6.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would immediately eliminate livestock grazing in the 
project area.  Direct and indirect effects from grazing would no longer occur on any of the 
allotments.  The elimination of livestock grazing has positive impacts to pygmy rabbit.  Livestock 
would no longer congregate in potential habitat.  The removal of livestock grazing would allow 
plant species to complete their growth cycle.  Plant vigor, soil stability, and ground cover would 
increase.  Composition of plant species would move toward more desirable conditions.  The 
reduction in structural damage to brush species from livestock grazing would have a positive 
effect for pygmy rabbits.  

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), upland vegetation and riparian areas would recover 
at a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.  Livestock would no longer displace pygmy 
rabbits to other habitats.  Cover to conceal pygmy rabbits from predators would be the greatest 
under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).  The abundance of sagebrush species would 
increase for the most part and provide more forage for pygmy rabbits.  With Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing), there would no longer be a risk that livestock may trample burrows.   

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) is not expected to affect the viability of pygmy rabbits.  
The population of pygmy rabbits would remain relatively stable or increase within the project 
area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Pygmy rabbit habitat in functioning condition would be expected to remain stable.  Habitat in less 
than functioning condition would be expected to improve. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), domestic livestock grazing would no longer occur 
within the project area.  This would result in fewer adverse impacts within the analysis area.  The 
impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) 
have on pygmy rabbit habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the 
past impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the 
overall cumulative effects on pygmy rabbit habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of pygmy rabbit habitat is 
likely to increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to 
fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 
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3.5.4.7. Townsend’s Western Big-Eared Bat and Spotted Bat 
Both the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges contain potentially suitable roosting, maternity, and 
hibernacula habitat within rocky cliffs, caves, and old mines.  Grazing is not expected to affect 
these habitats because the natural features of these habitats would limit access by cattle.  The 
majority of the known tunnel and mineshafts still show signs of disturbance from mining 
activities, which often means there is less vegetative cover in these areas.  Vegetation is also 
lacking on rocky cliffs.  Therefore, livestock tend not to use these areas due to lack of forage and 
steepness of the slope.   

Foraging habitat for the Townsend’s big-eared and spotted bat could be impacted by continued 
livestock grazing, primarily in riparian areas, wetlands, and springs.  Livestock grazing near 
seeps, springs, and riparian areas reduces vegetation cover and may influence the availability or 
variety of prey base available for either bat species.  Although most of their foraging occurs in 
riparian areas, the use of the nearby uplands may occur.   

3.5.4.7.1. Alternative 1: Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the proper use criteria (end of season utilization levels 
and corresponding within season triggers) would be managed to maintain sufficient vegetation to 
provide for forage and cover for the prey base for both bat species.  The utilization standards 
would result in livestock being present in any particular place on the allotment for a shorter time 
period, which would lead to less consumption and trampling of vegetation.  Localized and 
concentrated use by livestock can reduce understory grass cover, which may impact the quality of 
foraging habitat the following year.  Several design features incorporated with Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) would lessen these impacts.  Future planned activities that are likely to 
concentrate livestock use (such as salting, placement of watering sources, and placement of 
temporary handling facilities) would avoid impacting bats by being located at least 500 feet from 
a known active bat roost or hibernacula and 0.25 mile from riparian and aspen vegetation 
communities.  In addition all water developments would be designed and fitted with escape ramps 
that meet Bat Conservation International standards.  

Implementation of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is not expected to affect the viability of either 
the Townsend’s big-eared bat or spotted bat.  With Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), long-term 
bat populations should remain relatively stable or increase slightly within the analysis area.  This 
determination is based on the conclusion that the project does not remove or lessen the quality of 
any habitat component to the degree that survival or reproductive success for this species is 
negatively affected.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

There would be no change to the quality of roosting and maternity habitat.  Foraging habitat for 
Townsend’s big-eared bat and spotted bat that is in functioning condition is expected to remain 
stable under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Foraging habitat that is not in functioning 
condition would improve with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), as riparian and upland habitats in 
poor condition are identified and the prescribed adjustments and design features are implemented.   

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), Townsend’s big-eared bat and spotted bat that is being 
impacted by livestock grazing is likely to improve on the grazed allotments over time as 
compared to existing conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that 
would continue to or have the potential to affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As 
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the impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the 
overall cumulative effects on Townsend’s big-eared bat and spotted bat habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on Townsend’s big-eared bat and spotted 
bat habitat.  Although mining activities have occurred on the Ely Ranger District, it has been 
limited in scope and scale.  Mining activities, road construction, exploration activities, and pit 
development could cause a negative effect on bat foraging habitats.  These effects include 
impacts to foraging habitat (riparian areas) and a risk of noxious weed invasion.  The effects of 
past mineral exploration are reflected in the description of current conditions.  There are no 
present or reasonably foreseeable mineral explorations in Townsend’s big-eared bat and spotted 
bat foraging habitat.  The Ely Ranger District completed an EIS for oil and gas leasing (USDA FS 
2007b) and there has been some interest in exploration activities.  Before leasing for oil and gas 
could occur, an environmental analysis would be required to assess the impacts.  The 2007 EIS 
contains stipulations for controlled surface use in riparian aspen communities or on slopes of 25 
to 40 percent and no surface occupancy in riparian buffers or on slopes greater than 40 percent.  
Mining related activities, such as road construction and mineral exploration, may disturb bat 
habitat in the riparian or meadow systems critical for bat foraging.  The potential impacts 
associated with mining and grazing activities are generally localized in nature and often occur 
during the day when bats are not actively foraging.  The potential effects would be minimal and 
limited to individual bats. 

Vegetation treatments, such as prescribed fire, mechanical treatments (mastication, mowing, 
chipping, whole tree removal, cut/leave and fire wood removal), would continue to occur in the 
analysis area.  There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed 
to improve conditions in the analysis area.  The Copper Creek Stream Restoration Project was 
implemented in the Ellison Basin Allotment in 2010.  This project is designed to stop the 
headcuts that have developed over time on the Copper Creek meadow complex by restoring 
several hundred feet of the stream channel.  These actions should restore the water table along the 
stream and in adjacent meadows to its historic level.  The higher water table should be 
advantageous to plant species normally found in a meadow in functioning condition, which 
should lead to a desirable change in species composition.  In the Ellison Basin allotment there 
was a vegetation treatment project in 2009 (totaling 200 acres) and two projects in 2010 (totaling 
4,000 acres).  A BLM project adjacent to the Cherry Creek Allotment treated 1,000 acres in 2010.  
Two ongoing and two future projects would treat up to 17,000 acres in, or adjacent to, the Cherry 
Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, and Tom Plain allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  
The Currant-Ellison Landscape Restoration project in the southern portion of the White Pine 
Range is currently in the planning stage.  This project involves approximately 185,000 acres 
with treatments that range from mechanical, prescribed fire, road decommissioning, and weed 
inventory and treatments.  The reduced fuel loading would help prevent a wildfire from 
removing larger acres of habitat, and the sagebrush habitat would be maintained by the reduction 
of expanding pinyon-junipers.  These projects may have short-term adverse effects on the quality 
of wildlife habitat, the composition of vegetative communities, and the amount of bare ground.  
These adverse impacts generally last for 2 to 3 years or less.  Over the long term, these projects 
should result in an improvement to the quality of foraging habitat for Townsend’s big-eared bat 
and spotted bat by improving the diversity in vegetation communities (which increases age 
classes), which in turn would increase the quality of the habitat for prey species.  These actions 
would be considered minimal to beneficial to the quality of habitat for Townsend’s big-eared bat 
and spotted bat.   
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Wild horses and estray livestock have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as 
permitted livestock.  Many sites are grazed by wild horses and/or estray livestock after permitted 
livestock are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, thus promoting undesirable 
species composition, increasing bare ground, and reducing recovery time for many riparian 
systems.  This can impact foraging habitat for Townsend’s big-eared bat and spotted bat by 
reducing the desirable plants for prey species.  Wild horse gathers conducted by the BLM are 
expected to move populations (currently between 300 and 350 wild horses for the Monte Cristo 
WHT, 90 for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and zero for the Quinn WHT) toward the established 
AMLs (72 to 96 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, zero for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, 
and 12 to 15 for the Quinn WHT).  It is anticipated that the population reductions would enhance 
the range condition by allowing increased ground cover and diversity of the recovering plant 
community.  The combination of these actions to the quality of habitat for Townsend’s big-eared 
bat and spotted bat would be considered minimal, depending on the effectiveness of the horse 
gathers.   

Establishment of system and user-created routes has had an impact on bat foraging habitat by 
fragmenting riparian habitats and the spread of noxious weeds.  A travel management plan for the 
Ely Ranger District was signed in February 2009.  The travel plan designates routes for motor 
vehicle use and prohibits motor vehicle use off designated National Forest System roads and 
trails.  By limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes, along with the ongoing and planned 
restoration treatments on old roads and travel routes, the travel plan allows native plant 
communities to regenerate, thereby restoring the connectivity of important habitats, and reducing 
the amount of disturbance to wildlife from motor vehicles.  The only foreseeable road 
construction within the cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral 
exploration activities.  These actions would benefit the quality of the Townsend’s big-eared bat 
and spotted bat habitat by reducing the number of routes within the area and maintaining foraging 
habitat.   

No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV use, 
and other various minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting use is 
expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use (such as camping near 
meadows systems or along creeks) may impact Townsend’s big-eared bat and spotted bats by 
altering vegetative communities that provide potential foraging habitats for prey species.  Bats 
generally forage at night while most of the activities described above occur during the day.  
Recreational activities generally occur near roads, trails, and developed sites.  Although 
recreational activities may disturb bats, they are generally localized and represent only a small 
portion of the habitats available.  When recreation disturbance with combined with the 
disturbance that may occur as a result of cattle grazing and associated activities, the potential 
effects would be minimal and limited to individual bats.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of Townsend’s big-eared and spotted 
bat habitat is likely to increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is 
not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.7.2. Alternative 2: Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

The utilization standards under Alternative 2 (Current Management) would leave less vegetation 
after grazing than with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  This higher level of use has the potential 
to affect the quality and quantity of the habitat for prey species for Townsend’s big-eared and 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

266   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

spotted bats within riparian areas, wet meadows, springs, and uplands by reducing the vegetation 
that serves as food and cover.  Presently, many of these areas are in less than desirable condition.  
Unless adjustments are made to the grazing management for riparian areas that are not in 
functioning condition, less than functioning conditions would continue to persist.  Unlike 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), Alternative 2 (Current Management) does not include a design 
feature restricting activities that concentrate livestock use near riparian and aspen vegetation 
communities, which protects Townsend’s big-eared and spotted bat foraging habitat.  No roosting 
and maternity habitat would be impacted.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in 
the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under this 
alternative, the direct or indirect effects to peregrine falcon habitat in these four allotments would 
be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No 
Grazing).   

Although this alternative influences individual Townsend’s big-eared and spotted bats and their 
foraging habitats, it is not expected to affect the viability of these species.  There are no impacts 
to the viability of the species within Nevada or across the species range.  This determination is 
based on the conclusion that the project does not remove or lessen the quality of any habitat 
component to the degree that survival or reproductive success for these species is negatively 
affected.  Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), long-term Townsend’s big-eared and 
spotted bat populations should remain relatively stable within the analysis area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

There would be no change to the quality of roosting and maternity habitat.  The quality of 
Townsend’s big-eared and spotted bat foraging habitat in functioning condition is expected to 
remain stable under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  The quality of foraging habitat that is 
not in functioning condition could improve if appropriate management adjustments are made. 

Cumulative Effect 
Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the quality of Townsend’s big-eared and spotted bat 
habitat is likely to remain stable, but could improve with adjustments to grazing management.  
The impacts that other activities in the analysis area have on Townsend’s big-eared and spotted 
bat habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects 
under Alternative 2 (Current Management) to most of the allotments would be similar to those 
described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but the quality of habitat is expected to remain 
stable or trend downward.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of Townsend’s big-eared 
and spotted bat habitat is likely to decrease or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality 
of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any 
vegetation group. 

3.5.4.7.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would immediately eliminate livestock grazing in the 
project area.  Direct and indirect effects from grazing would no longer occur on any of the 
allotments.  The elimination of livestock grazing has positive and negative impacts to wildlife.  
Livestock would no longer congregate in potential habitat.  The removal of livestock grazing 
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would allow plant species to complete their growth cycle.  Plant vigor, soil stability, and ground 
cover would increase.  Composition of plant species would move toward more functioning 
conditions.  Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), riparian area, aspen stands, meadows, 
seeps, and springs would recover at a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.  The 
abundance of grass and forb species would increase for the most part and provide better foraging 
habitat for Townsend’s big-eared and spotted bats by attracting more insects.  Less water would 
be available to wildlife, as stock tanks are no longer maintained or are removed, but the potential 
of drowning in water would decrease.   

This alternative is not expected to affect the viability of the Townsend’s big-eared or the spotted 
bat.  The population of either bat species would remain relatively stable or increase within the 
project area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Townsend’s big-eared and spotted bat habitat in functioning condition would be expected to 
remain stable.  Habitat in less than functioning condition would be expected to improve. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), domestic livestock grazing would no longer occur 
within the project area.  This would result in fewer adverse impacts within the analysis area.  The 
impacts other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have 
on Townsend’s big-eared and spotted bat habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  As the past impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a 
corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on Townsend’s big-eared and spotted 
bat habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of Townsend’s big-eared 
and spotted bat habitat would likely increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality 
of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any 
vegetation group. 

3.5.4.8. Mule Deer  
Mule deer range consists mainly of sagebrush and mountain shrubland communities, mountain 
mahogany, and riparian habitats.  The potential for forage competition between cattle and deer 
would continue, particularly during late summer when cattle are more likely to use browse 
species.  Congregation of cattle can also displace mule deer to other adjacent habitats.  The 
greatest impact to mule deer is associated with grazing impacts to meadows and springs, which 
are important to mule deer for both foraging and water sources and as fawning habitat.   

3.5.4.8.1. Alternative 1: Proposed Action  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock use under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) has the potential to affect the quality and 
quantity of foraging and fawning habitat within riparian areas, wet meadows, and springs.  A 
design feature incorporated with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would lessen these impacts.  
Activities that concentrate livestock use (water developments, supplement placement, etc.) would 
not be allowed within 0.25 miles of riparian or aspen vegetation communities.  Furthermore, the 
proper use criteria (utilization measured at the end of the growing season) established for riparian 
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areas levels are designed to ensure and speed up the recovery of these habitats.  By implementing 
the design feature and applying the appropriate proper use criteria, livestock use allowed in 
riparian habitats would be managed to maintain sufficient vegetation to provide foraging and 
fawning habitat for mule deer.  The Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, and Irwin Canyon allotments 
would be left vacant and the direct and indirect effects to these three allotments would be 
identical to those described in Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Livestock grazing in the uplands may also affect mule deer habitat.  Localized and concentrated 
use by livestock can reduce understory grass and forb cover, over utilize browse or trample 
vegetation, which can affect the quality of summer and winter range.  As with the riparian areas, 
the proper use criteria for the upland vegetation communities are designed to ensure that 
functioning conditions are maintained or achieved.   

Although the actions under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) may influence mule deer and their 
habitats, it is not expected to affect the viability of the species.  Recent numbers show an increase 
in the overall population of mule deer in NDOW Hunt Units 131 and 132.  Mule deer populations 
in the analysis area should remain relatively stable or show a slight upward trend within the deer 
management unit and the project area.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat   

Capable mule deer foraging (summer and winter) along with fawning habitat that is in 
satisfactory condition is expected to remain stable under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  
Capable foraging and fawning habitat that is not in satisfactory condition would improve with 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), as riparian and upland habitats in poor condition are identified 
and the prescribed adjustments and design features are implemented.   

The Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA 
FS 2008b) includes a habitat restoration strategy for aspen, cottonwood, riparian, sagebrush, and 
brush/shrubland habitats for mule deer.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes several of the 
potential restoration actions listed in the 2008 MIS restoration strategy.  Using an ecological 
scorecard (the Matrices) to determine ecological condition in conjunction with proper use criteria 
(end-of-season utilization) based on the current ecological condition, Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) should improve aspen, cottonwood, riparian, sagebrush, and brush/shrubland vegetation 
communities that are not in functioning condition.  This would improve foraging and fawning 
habitat for mule deer.  See the analysis on the Aspen and Cottonwood Groups, Riparian 
Vegetation, and Upland Vegetation in the Environmental Consequences section for Vegetation in 
chapter 3.  The 2008 MIS restoration strategy also lists meadow enhancement as potential 
restoration actions for mule deer habitat in the sagebrush and brush/shrubland vegetation 
communities.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes design features that prohibit the 
placement of range developments that concentrate livestock use with 0.25 of aspen or riparian 
vegetation communities and require grazing systems that prevent areas from being grazed in the 
same manner at the same time of year for 3 or more years in a row.  These design features, 
coupled with adjustments to end-of season utilization based on current ecological condition, 
should improve aspen and riparian vegetation communities that are not in functioning condition.  
See the Aspen and Cottonwood Groups and Riparian Vegetation analysis in the Environmental 
Consequences section for Vegetation in chapter 3.  By improving aspen, cottonwood, riparian, 
sagebrush, and brush/shrubland vegetation communities that are not in functioning condition, 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would improve the quality of aspen, cottonwood, riparian, 
sagebrush, and brush/shrubland habitat for mule deer that is in unsatisfactory condition. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), mule deer habitat that is being impacted by livestock 
grazing would likely improve on the grazed allotments over time as compared to existing 
conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to or 
have the potential to affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As the impacts from 
livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative 
effects on mule deer habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on mule deer habitat.  Although mining 
activity has occurred on the Ely Ranger District, it has been limited in scope and scale.  The 
effects of past mineral exploration are reflected in the description of current conditions.  There are 
no present or reasonably foreseeable mineral explorations in mule deer habitat.  The Ely Ranger 
District completed an EIS for oil and gas leasing (USDA FS 2007b) and there has been some 
interest in exploration activities.  Before leasing for oil and gas could be approved, an 
environmental analysis would be required to assess the impacts.  These actions would be 
considered minimal to mule deer habitat because ground disturbance would be minor.  However, 
if large scale oil and gas leasing occurs, the quality of mule deer habitat could be moderately 
affected.  Leases would require rehabilitation efforts that would shorten the duration of the effect 
on mule deer habitat. 

Vegetation treatments, such as prescribed fire, mechanical treatments (mastication, mowing, 
chipping, whole tree removal, cut/leave and fire wood removal), would continue to occur in the 
analysis area.  There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed 
to improve conditions in the analysis area.  The Copper Creek Stream Restoration Project was 
implemented in the Ellison Basin Allotment in 2010.  This project is designed to stop the 
headcuts that have developed over time on the Copper Creek meadow complex by restoring 
several hundred feet of the stream channel.  These actions should restore the water table along the 
stream and in adjacent meadows to its historic level.  The higher water table should be 
advantageous to plant species normally found in a meadow in functioning condition, which 
should lead to a desirable change in species composition, improving fawning habitat for mule 
deer.  In the Currant Creek and Ellison Basin allotments, there were two vegetation treatment 
projects in 2009 (totaling 500 acres) and two projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 acres).  A BLM 
project adjacent to the Cherry Creek Allotment treated 1,000 acres in 2010.  Two ongoing and 
two future projects would treat up to 17,000 acres in, or adjacent to, the Cherry Creek, Currant 
Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, and Tom Plain allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  The Currant-
Ellison Landscape Restoration project in the southern portion of the White Pine Range is 
currently in the planning stage.  This project involves approximately 185,000 acres with 
treatments that range from mechanical, prescribed fire, road decommissioning, and weed 
inventory and treatments.  The reduced fuel loading would help prevent wildfire from removing 
larger acres of habitat.  Sagebrush habitat would be maintained by the reductions in expanding 
pinyon-junipers.  These projects may have short-term adverse effects on the quality of wildlife 
habitat, composition of vegetative communities, and bare ground.  These adverse impacts 
generally only last for 2 to 3 years or less.  Noxious weed treatments are ongoing in the project 
area.  See the Noxious and/or Invasive Weeds analysis in the Vegetation section in chapter 3.  
The 2008 MIS habitat restoration strategy for sagebrush habitat for mule deer included in the 
Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA FS 
2008b) identifies meadow restoration and sagebrush and pinyon-juniper treatments as potential 
MIS restoration actions.  Over the long term, these projects should result in an improvement to 
the quality of mule deer habitat by improving the diversity in vegetation communities (which 
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increases age classes), which in turn would increase the quality of the habitat.  These actions 
would be considered minimal to beneficial to the quality of mule deer habitat.   

In 2012, the district plans to construct three fences designed to protect approximately 10 acres of 
meadow habitat, 3 acres along Copper Creek in the Ellison Basin Allotment, 4 acres in the Tom 
Plain Allotment, and 3 acres of a meadow in the Illipah Allotment.  The 2008 MIS habitat 
restoration strategy for sagebrush, riparian, and brush/shrubland habitat for mule deer included in 
the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA 
FS 2008b) identifies meadow restoration as a potential MIS restoration action.  These fences, 
while designed to improve sage grouse habitat by excluding livestock, should also improve mule 
deer habitat in the protected areas. 

A fence to protect an aspen stand is scheduled was completed in the Illipah Allotment in the 
summer of 2012.  That fence protects 3 acres of aspen from livestock grazing, but is designed to 
allow access by big game.  The habitat restoration strategy for aspen habitat for mule deer 
included in the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range Suitability/Capability 
Analysis (USDA FS 2008b) identifies exclusion from grazing and browsing through fencing 
and/or barrier placement as a potential MIS restoration action.  The exclusion of grazing from 
these aspen stands would allow for more successful recruitment of saplings and suckers.  Over the 
long term, the age diversity in aspen stands would increase and mule deer habitat would improve. 

Projects are ongoing to improve summer and winter range for mule deer (pinyon-juniper 
projects, guzzlers, construction of pipelines with trough, riparian fencing, and rehabilitation 
after wildfires).  The NDOW considers both ranges as summer habitat and all of the lower 
elevations within both mountain ranges as winter habitat with critical winter range for mule 
deer occurring along the southern edge of the Black Rock Allotment in the White Pines and 
within the eastern portion of the Troy Mountain Allotment in the Grant Range (NDOW GIS 
Layer 2009). The condition of the habitat for mule deer range is improving due to the past, 
ongoing, and future projects occurring in both mountain ranges. 

Wild horses and estray livestock can affect resources in the same manner as permitted livestock.  
Many upland and riparian sites are grazed by wild horses and/or estray livestock after permitted 
livestock are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, promoting undesirable 
species composition, increasing the amount of bare ground, and reducing the recovery time for 
many riparian systems.  This can impact mule deer habitat by reducing the desirable plant species 
and disturbance.  Wild horse gathers conducted by the BLM are expected to move populations 
(currently between 300 and 350 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, 90 for the Jakes Wash 
Herd Area, and zero for the Quinn WHT) toward the established AMLs (72 to 96 wild horses 
for the Monte Cristo WHT, zero for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and 12 to 15 for the Quinn 
WHT).  It is anticipated that the population reductions would enhance the range condition by 
allowing increased ground cover and diversity of the recovering plant community.  The benefits 
to the quality of mule deer habitat from these actions would be considered moderate to minimal, 
depending on the effectiveness of the horse gathers.   

A travel management plan for the Ely Ranger District was signed in February 2009.  The travel 
plan designates routes for motor vehicle use and prohibits motor vehicle use off of designated 
National Forest System roads and trails.  Limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes, along 
with the ongoing and planned restoration treatments on closed roads and travel routes, would 
ultimately benefit mule deer throughout the area.  It would allow native plant communities to 
regenerate, thereby restoring the connectivity of important habitats, and reducing the amount of 
disturbance to wildlife from motor vehicles.  The only foreseeable road construction within the 
cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral exploration activities.  
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The combination of these actions would benefit the quality of mule deer habitat by reducing the 
number of routes within the area and maintaining mule deer habitat.   

No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV use, 
and other minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting use is 
expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use, such as camping, may 
disturb mule deer and/or alter vegetative communities that provide habitat for mule deer.  These 
activities are generally limited in size and the potential effects would be minimal and limited to 
individual mule deer.   

Mule deer may also be disturbed or their patterns disrupted by the various activities described 
above.  Disturbance of mule deer by various uses and activities are localized in nature and 
generally short term.  Individual mule deer may be displaced to adjacent habitats; however, there 
is rarely a loss of habitat except in the case of wildfire. 

Fences associated with livestock grazing activities also pose a risk to mule deer.  Fences can pose 
a barrier to mule deer and can result in entanglement.  Fences can result in the loss of individual 
mule deer within the cumulative effects area. 

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the continuing 
habitat improvement projects, and the cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, 
the quality of mule deer habitat, for both summer and winter habitats, would likely increase or 
remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.8.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock use under Alternative 2 (Current Management) has the potential to affect the quality 
and quantity of fawning and summer habitat within riparian areas, wet meadows, springs, and 
uplands.  Compared to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the utilization standards under 
Alternative 2 (Current Management) could leave less vegetation after grazing, which would 
reduce the vegetation that serves as food and cover for mule deer.  Until adjustments are made to 
the grazing management, vegetation communities that are not in functioning condition would 
continue along this trend, decreasing suitable habitat for mule deer.  Unlike Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action), Alternative 2 (Current Management) does not include a design feature 
restricting activities that concentrate livestock use near riparian and aspen vegetation 
communities, which protects mule deer fawning habitat.  Because livestock grazing would not be 
authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under 
Alternative 2 (Current Management), the direct or indirect effects to mule deer habitat in these 
four allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 
(No Action/No Grazing).   

Although the actions under Alternative 2 (Current Management) may influence mule deer and 
their habitats, it is not expected to affect the viability of the species.  Recent numbers show an 
increase in the overall population of mule deer in NDOW Hunt Units 131 and 132.  Mule deer 
populations in the analysis area should remain relatively stable or show a slight upward trend.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

The quality of mule deer foraging and fawning habitat in satisfactory condition is expected to 
remain stable under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  The quality of foraging and fawning 
habitat that is not in satisfactory condition could improve if appropriate management adjustments 
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are made.  Alternative 2 (Current Management) does not expressly include any of the potential 
restoration actions listed in the 2008 MIS restoration strategy, but management adjustments made 
to improve mule deer habitat that is in unsatisfactory condition would result in the restoration of 
mule deer habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the quality of mule deer habitat is likely to remain 
stable, but could improve with adjustments to grazing management.  The impacts that other 
activities in the analysis area have on mule deer habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects under Alternative 2 (Current Management) would be 
similar to those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but the quality of habitat is 
expected to remain stable.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of mule deer habitat is likely 
to remain stable or decrease over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.8.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would immediately eliminate livestock grazing in the 
project area.  Direct and indirect effects from grazing would no longer occur on any of the 
allotments.  The elimination of livestock grazing has positive and negative impacts to wildlife.  
Livestock would no longer congregate in potential habitat.  The removal of livestock grazing 
would allow plant species to complete their growth cycle.  Plant vigor, soil stability, and ground 
cover would increase.  Composition of plant species would move toward more desirable 
conditions.  There would also be no structural damage to brush species from authorized livestock 
grazing and no disturbance or displacement from authorized livestock.  Upland vegetation and 
riparian areas would recover at a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.  The abundance 
of mountain brush species would increase, for the most part, and provide more browse for mule 
deer.  These impacts have the potential to have a positive effect for mule deer.  However, with no 
livestock grazing, less water would be available to wildlife, as stock tanks would no longer be 
maintained. 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) is not expected to affect the viability of mule deer.  The 
population of mule deer would remain relatively stable or increase within the analysis area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Although Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) does not expressly include any of the potential 
restoration actions listed in the 2008 MIS restoration strategy, mule deer foraging and fawning 
habitat in satisfactory condition would be expected to remain stable.  Habitat in less than 
satisfactory condition would be expected to improve. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the greatest improvement in mule deer 
habitat across the project area because livestock grazing would immediately cease.  The impacts 
that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have on 
mule deer habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the impacts 
from past livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall 
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cumulative effects to mule deer habitat.  Natural processes would improve mule deer habitat in 
the analysis area.  Without livestock grazing, there would be an increase in vegetation, including 
fine fuels (small herbaceous plants that are easily ignited).  The increase in fine fuels would 
minimally increase the potential risk for wildfire.  As livestock are removed from the project area, 
this may result in additional livestock grazing impacts within meadows and mature mountain 
brush communities on BLM and private lands in the surrounding valleys.  There may be 
increased pressure to treat mountain brush communities to provide increased grazing capacity for 
livestock displaced from the National Forest.  These treatments may alter mule deer habitat on 
BLM and private lands.  Accordingly, the potential cumulative effects may be displaced from 
habitats in the project area to habitats on adjacent BLM and private lands.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of mule deer habitat is likely 
to increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.9. Trout 
Grazing can affect all components of the aquatic system - riparian vegetation, channel 
morphology, quality and shape of water column, and structure of the soil portion of the 
streambank.  Impacts from improperly managed livestock grazing to streams and fisheries habitat 
include, but are not limited to manipulation of channel morphology (bank shearing, increased 
width-to-depth ratio, channel incision, unstable streambanks due to loss of riparian vegetation and 
erosion, loss of undercut banks); changes in riparian vegetation types and overall loss of riparian 
vegetation; increased water temperatures; increased fine sediment levels; and loss of riparian 
areas from channel degradation, channel incision, and loss of water table. 

3.5.4.9.1. Alternative 1: Proposed Action  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock grazing impacts stream habitat for trout by grazing the woody and herbaceous 
vegetation in riparian areas and trampling streambanks.  Livestock use under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) has the potential to affect the quality and quantity of riparian areas.  However, 
livestock use allowed in riparian habitats would be managed to maintain sufficient vegetation to 
provide for streambank cover and stability.  The proper use criteria (end of season utilization 
levels and streambank alteration) employed under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would 
generally result in less livestock use/presence in the stream habitat, as compared to current 
conditions.  The reduced utilization levels are designed to ensure and speed up the recovery of 
these habitats.  Streambank alteration would be limited based on existing ecological conditions.  
Generally where a stream reach is controlled by rock or large wood debris, alteration is not an 
appropriate tool to evaluate livestock use.  However, in all channels type without channel 
controls, limiting stream bank alteration as proposed in the proper use criteria would reduce 
breakdown of stream banks and widening of stream channels. In turn important trout habitat 
components such as cool temperatures, cover, and substrates with low level of fine materials 
would be maintained.  Riparian areas near sites where cattle concentrate (such as riparian areas, 
near salt locations, water developments, and along fences) are the habitats of greatest concern.  A 
design feature incorporated with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would lessen these impacts.  
Activities that concentrate livestock use (water developments, supplement placement, etc.) would 
not be allowed within 0.25 miles of riparian or aspen vegetation communities.  By implementing 
the design feature and applying the appropriate proper use criteria, livestock use allowed in 
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riparian habitats would be managed to maintain sufficient vegetation to provide habitat for trout.  
Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon 
allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to trout habitat in these three allotments would be 
identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Implementation of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is not expected to affect the viability of trout.  
Long-term trout populations should remain relatively stable or increase slightly within the 
analysis area.  This determination is based on the conclusion that the project does not remove or 
lessen the quality of any habitat component to the degree that survival or reproductive success for 
this species is negatively affected.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

With improved stream conditions under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the amount of available 
habitat should increase.  Trout habitat that is in satisfactory condition is expected to remain stable 
under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Trout habitat that is not in satisfactory condition would 
improve with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), as riparian habitats in poor condition are identified 
and the prescribed adjustments and design features are implemented.   

The Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest MIS and Range Suitability/Capability Analysis (USDA 
FS 2008b) includes a habitat restoration strategy for riparian habitat for trout.  Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) includes several of the potential restoration actions listed in the 2008 MIS 
restoration strategy.  Using an ecological scorecard (the Matrices) to determine ecological 
condition in conjunction with proper use criteria (end-of-season utilization and streambank 
alteration) based on the current ecological condition, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) should 
improve riparian vegetation communities that are not in functioning condition and increase 
streambank stability.  This would improve habitat for trout.  The 2008 MIS restoration strategy 
also suggests using grazing systems other than season long, continuous grazing.  Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) includes a design feature that requires the use of grazing systems that prevent 
areas from being grazed in the same manner at the same time of year for 3 or more consecutive 
years.  This design feature, coupled with adjustments to end-of season utilization based on current 
ecological condition, should improve riparian vegetation communities that are not in functioning 
condition.  See the Riparian Vegetation analysis in the Environmental Consequences section for 
Vegetation in chapter 3.  By improving riparian vegetation communities that are not in 
functioning condition, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would improve the quality of riparian 
habitat for trout that is in unsatisfactory condition. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), trout habitat that is being impacted by livestock grazing 
is likely to improve on the grazed allotments over time as compared to existing conditions.  Other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to or have the potential to 
affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As the impacts from livestock grazing 
diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on northern 
goshawk habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on trout habitat.  Although mining 
activities have occurred on the Ely Ranger District, it has been limited in scope and scale.  
Mining activities, road construction, exploration activities, and pit development could cause a 
negative effect on trout habitat.  These effects include impacts to riparian areas and streambanks 
and a risk of noxious weed invasion.  The effects of past mineral exploration are reflected in the 
description of current conditions.  There are no present or reasonably foreseeable mineral 
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explorations in northern goshawk habitat.  The Ely Ranger District completed an EIS for oil and 
gas leasing (USDA FS 2007b) and there has been some interest in exploration activities.  Before 
leasing for oil and gas could occur, an environmental analysis would be required to assess the 
impacts.  The 2007 EIS contains a stipulation of no surface occupancy in riparian buffers.  These 
actions would be considered minimal and limited to individual trout. 

Vegetation treatments, such as prescribed fire, mechanical treatments (mastication, mowing, 
chipping, whole tree removal, cut/leave and fire wood removal), would continue to occur in the 
analysis area.  These projects may have short-term adverse effects on the quality of trout habitat 
by an increase in runoff and sedimentation.  These adverse impacts generally last for 2 to 3 years 
or less and most projects include a buffer around streams to minimize impacts.  By reducing fuel 
loads, these vegetation treatments help prevent wildfires from removing more acres of habitat, 
which could increase erosion and sedimentation.  The impacts to the quality of trout habitat 
would be considered minimal to beneficial from these actions.   

Wild horses and estray livestock have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as 
permitted livestock.  Many upland and riparian sites are grazed by wild horses and/or estray 
livestock after permitted livestock are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, thus 
promoting undesirable species composition, increasing the amount of bare ground, and reducing 
the recovery time for many riparian systems.  This can impact trout habitat by increasing 
trampling on streambanks and increasing sedimentation.  Wild horse gathers conducted by the 
BLM are expected to move populations (currently between 300 and 350 wild horses for the 
Monte Cristo WHT, 90 for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and zero for the Quinn WHT) toward 
the established AMLs (72 to 96 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, zero for the Jakes Wash 
Herd Area, and 12 to 15 for the Quinn WHT).  It is anticipated that the population reductions 
would enhance the range condition by decreasing trampling and increasing ground cover and 
diversity of the recovering plant community.  The effects of these actions to the quality of trout 
habitat would be considered minimal, depending on the effectiveness of the horse gathers.   

A travel management plan for the Ely Ranger District was signed in February 2009.  The travel 
plan designates routes for motor vehicle use and prohibits motor vehicle use off of designated 
National Forest System roads and trails.  Limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes, along 
with the ongoing and planned restoration treatments on closed roads and travel routes, would 
ultimately benefit trout throughout the area in several ways.  It would allow native plant 
communities to regenerate, thereby reducing the impacts to riparian areas by increasing 
streambank stability and reducing sedimentation.  The only foreseeable road construction within 
the cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral exploration 
activities.  These actions would benefit the quality of trout habitat by reducing the number of 
routes within the area and increasing streambank stability and reducing sedimentation.   

No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV use, 
and other various minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting use is 
expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use, such as camping, may 
impact trout habitat by decreasing streambank stability, increasing sedimentation, and altering 
vegetative communities that protect the streambanks.  The cumulative activities are generally 
limited in size and the potential effects would be minimal and limited to individual trout.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of trout habitat is likely to increase or 
remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for the stream vegetation group. 
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3.5.4.9.2. Alternative 2: Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock grazing under Alternative 2 (Current Management) would affect trout habitat to a 
greater extent than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), 
the higher utilization standards could leave less herbaceous vegetation after grazing.  Unlike 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), there are no proper use criteria for the maximum streambank 
alteration allowed.  Likewise, there is not design feature to prevent the placement of range 
developments that concentrate livestock use within 0.25 miles of a riparian area.  Until 
adjustments are made to the grazing management, riparian areas that are not in functioning 
condition would continue along this trend.  Livestock grazing is expected to impact stream habitat 
for trout by grazing riparian areas, trampling streambanks, and increasing sedimentation.  These 
impacts would affect individual trout within the project area.  Because livestock grazing would 
not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments 
under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the direct or indirect effects to trout habitat in these 
four allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 
(No Action/No Grazing).   

Although Alternative 2 (Current Management) influences trout and their habitats, it is not 
expected to affect the viability of the species.  Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), trout 
populations would remain relatively stable, or decline, within the project area.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

The quality of trout habitat in satisfactory condition is expected to remain stable under 
Alternative 2 (Current Management).  The quality of trout habitat that is not in satisfactory 
condition could improve if appropriate management adjustments are made.  Alternative 2 
(Current Management) does not expressly include any of the potential restoration actions listed in 
the 2008 MIS restoration strategy, but management adjustments made to improve trout habitat 
that is in unsatisfactory condition would result in the restoration of trout habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on trout habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  
The cumulative effects to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to those described 
under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Trout habitat is expected to remain stable, but could 
improve at a slower rate than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) if grazing management is adjusted 
to allow for and facilitate recovery of the vegetation communities adjacent to streams that provide 
habitat for trout.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 
2 (Current Management) and the cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the 
quality of trout habitat is likely to decrease or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality 
of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for the 
stream vegetation group. 

3.5.4.9.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would immediately eliminate livestock grazing in the 
project area.  Direct and indirect effects from grazing would no longer occur on any of the 
allotments.  The elimination of livestock grazing would have positive impacts to trout.  Livestock 
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would no longer congregate near streams and riparian areas.  The removal of livestock grazing 
would allow plant species to complete their growth cycle.  Plant vigor, soil stability, and ground 
cover would increase.  Composition of plant species would move toward more desirable 
conditions.  Riparian areas, aspen stands, meadows, seeps, and springs would recover at a faster 
pace than under either of the action alternatives.  The abundance of grass and forb species would 
increase, for the most part, providing better soil and streambank stability and a decrease in 
sedimentation.  

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) is not expected to affect the viability of trout.  The 
population of trout would remain relatively stable or increase within the analysis area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Although Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) does not expressly include any of the potential 
restoration actions listed in the 2008 MIS restoration strategy, trout habitat in satisfactory 
condition would be expected to remain stable.  Trout habitat in less than satisfactory condition 
would be expected to improve. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), livestock grazing would no longer occur within the 
project area.  This would result in fewer adverse impacts within the analysis area.  The impacts 
that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have on 
trout habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the impacts from 
past livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall 
cumulative effects on trout habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of trout habitat is likely to 
increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for the stream vegetation group. 

3.5.4.10. Migratory Birds 
Livestock grazing results in impacts to the quality of foraging and nesting habitats for many 
migratory birds, especially those requiring heavy shrub or herbaceous ground cover for nesting 
and foraging within riparian areas, aspen/cottonwood, and mountain brush communities.  Species 
such as dusky flycatcher, Cassin’s finch, orange-crowned warbler, spotted towhee, and 
MacGillivray’s warbler are considered high priority species within these habitat types.  Ground-
nesting birds within these habitats continue to be vulnerable to livestock grazing through loss of 
nest cover and the potential for trampling of nests.  Sagebrush dependent species such as 
Brewer’s sparrow, green-tailed towhee, sage thrasher, spotted towhee, and vesper sparrow are 
species that could be affected.  These impacts include alteration of vegetation communities, 
which can impact prey species/foraging habitat and future nesting habitats.  Within aspen and 
cottonwood communities livestock indirectly affect migratory birds when they forage on 
aspen/cottonwood suckers, inhibit the growth of young suckers, and reduce the age diversity in 
these stands.  Livestock tend to congregate in the shade of aspen and cottonwood stands, often 
resulting in soil compaction and reduction in suckers and understory vegetation.  Livestock 
impacts in these areas may impact the availability and variety of prey species and nesting 
habitats.  Within the uplands habitats localized and concentrated use by livestock can reduce 
understory grass and forb cover, which may impact the quality of foraging and nesting habitat.  
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Livestock also browse or trample brush, which can affect the quality of nest sites for those 
species that place their nests within or under brush.   

3.5.4.10.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock use under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) has the potential to affect the quality and 
quantity of nesting and foraging habitat within riparian areas, wet meadows, springs, and uplands.  
The proper use criteria (end of season utilization levels and streambank alteration) employed 
under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would generally result in less livestock use in any given 
vegetation community in an allotment, as compared to current conditions.  The prescribed 
utilization levels would leave more vegetation after grazing for food and cover for migratory 
birds.  Livestock may be present in a vegetation community for a shorter time period, which 
could lead to less bird and cattle encounters, nest trampling, and disturbance.  The prescribed 
utilization levels are designed to maintain and improve the recovery of the habitats used by 
migratory birds.  Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or 
Irwin Canyon allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to migratory bird habitat in these three 
allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing).   

The design features incorporated with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would lessen these 
impacts.  Future planned activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use (such as salting, 
placement of watering sources, and placement of temporary handling facilities) would avoid 
impacting wildlife by being located at least 0.25 miles from riparian and aspen vegetation 
communities.  The escape ramps proposed for bats would also benefit birds that fall into water 
developments and might otherwise drown.  Localized and concentrated use by livestock can 
reduce understory grass cover, which may impact the quality of nesting and foraging habitat the 
following year.  However, livestock use allowed in these habitats would be managed to maintain 
sufficient vegetation to provide for foraging and nesting cover for migratory birds. 

Implementation of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is not expected to affect the viability of 
migratory birds.  There would be impacts that affect individual birds.  Implementation of 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would benefit species that need increased dense foliage and 
understory communities in the uplands, including orange-crowned warbler, MacGillivray’s 
warbler, spotted towhee, Brewer’s sparrow, and sage thrush.  There would also be areas where 
implementation would continue to benefit species that increase with grazing, such as mountain 
bluebird, robin, and brown-headed cowbird.  Migratory bird populations should remain relatively 
stable or show a slight upward trend within the analysis area 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Migratory bird nesting and foraging habitat that is in functioning condition is expected to remain 
stable under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Migratory bird nesting and foraging habitat that is 
not in functioning condition would improve with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), as riparian and 
upland habitats in poor condition are identified and the prescribed adjustments and design 
features are implemented.   

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), migratory bird habitat that is being impacted by livestock 
grazing is likely to improve on the grazed allotments over time as compared to existing 
conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to or 
have the potential to affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As the impacts from 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest  279 

livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative 
effects on migratory bird habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on trout habitat.  Although mining 
activities have occurred on the Ely Ranger District, it has been limited in scope and scale.  
Mining activities, road construction, exploration activities, and pit development could cause a 
negative effect on trout habitat.  These effects include impacts to riparian areas and streambanks 
and a risk of noxious weed invasion.  The effects of past mineral exploration are reflected in the 
description of current conditions.  There are no present or reasonably foreseeable mineral 
explorations in northern goshawk habitat.  The Ely Ranger District completed an EIS for oil and 
gas leasing (USDA FS 2007b) and there has been some interest in exploration activities.  Before 
leasing for oil and gas could be approved, an environmental analysis would be required to assess 
the impacts.  The 2007 EIS contains stipulations protecting riparian areas, mountain mahogany, 
riparian aspen, alpine, bristlecone pine communities, raptors nests, sage grouse, elk and deer 
winter ranges, bighorn sheep habitat, and restricting use on slopes greater than 25 percent.  All of 
these stipulations would benefit migratory birds by protecting their habitats.  The benefits of these 
actions to the quality and quantity of habitats for migratory birds could be considered moderate if 
large scale oil and gas leasing occurs, to minimal if only exploration activities continue because 
ground disturbance would be minor.  There would also be beneficial impacts from rehabilitation 
efforts.   

Vegetation treatments, such as prescribed fire, mechanical treatments (mastication, mowing, 
chipping, whole tree removal, cut/leave and fire wood removal), would continue to occur in the 
analysis area.  There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed 
to improve conditions in the analysis area.  The Copper Creek Stream Restoration Project was 
implemented in the Ellison Basin Allotment in 2010.  This project is designed to stop the 
headcuts that have developed over time on the Copper Creek meadow complex by restoring 
several hundred feet of the stream channel.  These actions should restore the water table along the 
stream and in adjacent meadows to its historic level.  The higher water table should be 
advantageous to plant species that normally are found in meadows in functioning condition, 
which should lead to a desirable change in species composition.  In the Currant Creek and Ellison 
Basin allotments, there were two vegetation treatment projects in 2009 (totaling 500 acres) and 
two projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 acres).  A BLM project adjacent to the Cherry Creek 
Allotment treated 1,000 acres in 2010.  Two ongoing and two future projects would treat up to 
17,000 acres in, or adjacent to, the Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, Illipah, and Tom 
Plain allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  The Currant-Ellison Landscape Restoration project 
in the southern portion of the White Pine Range is currently in the planning stage.  This 
project incorporates existing vegetation and stream restoration projects and expands into other 
parts of the project area not currently being treated.  This project involves approximately 
185,000 acres with treatments that range from mechanical, prescribed fire, road 
decommissioning, and weed inventory and treatments.  These projects may have short-term 
adverse effects on the quality of wildlife habitat, composition of vegetative communities, and 
amount of bare ground.  These adverse impacts generally last for 2 to 3 years or less.  Over the 
long term, these projects should result in an improvement to the quality and quantity of nesting 
and foraging habitats for migratory birds.  These improvements would be attributed to 
improvement of diversity in vegetation communities (which increases age classes).  By reducing 
fuel loads, these vegetation treatments would help prevent wildfires from removing large acres of 
habitat.  Mountain brush habitat would be maintained by the reductions in the expanding pinyon -
junipers.  Considering these impacts together, the impacts to the quality of migratory bird habitat 
would be considered minimal to beneficial.   
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Wild horses and estray livestock have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as 
permitted livestock.  Many upland and riparian sites are grazed by wild horses and/or estray 
livestock after permitted livestock are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, 
which promotes undesirable species composition, increases the amount of bare ground, and 
reduces the recovery time for many riparian systems.  This can impact nesting and foraging 
habitats for migratory birds by reducing the desirable plant species and disturbance.  Wild horse 
gathers conducted by the BLM are expected to move populations (currently between 300 and 
350 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, 90 for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and zero for the 
Quinn WHT) toward the established AMLs (72 to 96 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, 
zero for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and 12 to 15 for the Quinn WHT).  It is anticipated that the 
population reductions would enhance the range condition by decreased trampling, increased 
ground cover, and diversity of the recovering plant community.  The benefit of these actions to 
the quality of migratory bird habitat would be considered moderate to minimal, depending on the 
effectiveness of the horse gathers.   

A travel management plan for the Ely Ranger District was signed in February 2009.  The travel 
plan designates routes for motor vehicle use and prohibits motor vehicle use off of designated 
National Forest System roads and trails.  Limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes, along 
with the ongoing and planned restoration treatments on closed roads and travel routes, would 
ultimately benefit wildlife throughout the area in several ways.  It would allow native plant 
communities to regenerate, thereby restoring the connectivity of important habitats and reducing 
the amount of disturbance to wildlife from motor vehicles.  The only foreseeable road 
construction within the cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral 
exploration activities.  These actions would benefit the quality of migratory bird habitat by 
reducing the number of routes within the area and maintaining nesting and foraging habitat.   

No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV use, 
and other minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting use is 
expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use, such as camping, may 
disturb migratory birds and/or alter vegetative communities that provide nesting and foraging 
habitat.  The cumulative activities are generally limited in size and the potential effects would be 
minimal to moderate to migratory birds.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1(Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of migratory bird habitat is likely to 
increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.10.2. Alternative 2: Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock grazing under Alternative 2 (Current Management) would affect migratory bird habitat 
to a greater extent than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The higher utilization levels allowed 
under Alternative 2 (Current Management) can affect the quality and quantity of nesting and 
brood-rearing habitat within riparian areas, wet meadows, springs, and uplands by leaving less 
vegetation after an area is grazed.  The reduced amounts of vegetation would result in less food 
and cover for migratory birds.  Until adjustments are made to the grazing management, riparian 
areas that are not in functioning condition would continue along this trend.  Because livestock 
grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy 
Mountain allotments under this alternative, the direct or indirect effects to migratory bird habitat 
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in these four allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Higher utilization levels also allow livestock to remain in any given area for a longer period of 
time, which increases the potential to damage or destroy nests.  Localized and concentrated use 
by livestock can reduce understory grass cover, which would impact the quality of the habitat.  
Water troughs without escape ramps located throughout the project area would continue to allow 
for mortality of some species of birds from drowning.   

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), aspen stands that are not moving toward vegetation 
management objectives and show poor or no regeneration would continue in this current trend, 
unless adjustments are made.  In the long-term, without any adjustments in grazing management 
aspen stands would continue to decline without adequate regeneration resulting in many impacts 
to migratory birds and their habitats.  Implementation of Alternative 2 (Current Management) 
would continue to benefit species that increase with grazing such as mountain bluebird, robin, and 
brown-headed cowbird. 

Implementation of Alternative 2 (Current Management) would continue to benefit species that 
increase with grazing such as mountain bluebird, robin, and brown-headed cowbird.  Migratory 
bird populations remain relatively stable or show a slight downward trend within the analysis 
area.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

The quality of migratory bird nesting and foraging habitat in functioning condition is expected to 
remain stable under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  The quality of nesting and foraging 
habitat that is not in functioning condition could improve if appropriate management adjustments 
are made. 

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on migratory bird habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action).  The cumulative effects to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to those 
described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but migratory bird habitat is expected to remain 
stable, but could improve at a slower rate than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) if grazing 
management is adjusted to allow for and facilitate recovery of the vegetation communities that 
provide habitat for migratory birds.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of migratory bird habitat is 
likely to decrease or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected 
to fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.10.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would immediately eliminate livestock grazing in the 
project area.  Direct and indirect effects from grazing would no longer occur on any of the 
allotments.  The elimination of livestock grazing has positive and negative impacts to migratory 
birds.  Livestock would no longer congregate near streams and riparian areas.  The removal of 
livestock grazing would allow plant species to complete their growth cycle.  Plant vigor, soil 
stability, and ground cover would increase.  Composition of plant species would move toward 
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more desirable conditions.  With no livestock grazing, less water would be available to wildlife, 
as stock tanks would no longer be maintained.  Water troughs without escape ramps would 
continue to allow for mortality of some species of birds from drowning until the troughs are 
removed.   

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), riparian area, aspen and cottonwood stands, 
meadows, seeps, and springs recover at a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.  The 
abundance of grass and forb species would increase for the most part and provide more forage for 
wildlife species, including seed eating birds, during the spring and summer.  The increase in grass 
and forb production would attract more insects that are prey species for many migratory birds.  
There would be no structural damage to brush species from livestock grazing, with the potential 
to have a positive effect for migratory birds.  Livestock would no longer displace wildlife to other 
habitats.  Ground cover to conceal chicks, nests, and birds from predators would be the greatest 
under this alternative.  There would no longer be a risk that livestock may trample nests or chicks.   

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) is not expected to affect the viability of migratory birds.  
The population of migratory birds would remain relatively stable or increase within the project 
area, contributing toward an upward trend for migratory birds.  

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Migratory bird nesting and foraging habitat in functioning condition would be expected to remain 
stable.  Habitat in less than functioning condition would be expected to improve. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), livestock grazing would no longer occur within the 
project area.  This would result in fewer adverse impacts within the analysis area.  The impacts 
that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have on 
migratory bird habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the 
impacts from past livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the 
overall cumulative effects on migratory bird habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of migratory bird habitat is 
likely to increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to 
fall within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.11. Rocky Mountain Elk  
Elk habitat consists mainly of sagebrush and mountain shrubland communities, mountain 
mahogany, and riparian habitats.  The potential for forage competition between cattle and elk 
occurs particularly during late summer when succulent forage is less available.  Congregations of 
cattle may displace elk to other adjacent habitats.  The greatest impact to elk is associated with 
grazing impacts to meadows and springs.  These are important to elk for both foraging and water 
sources, and as calving habitat. 

3.5.4.11.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Riparian and meadow habitats are important for elk calving, foraging, and as water sources.  
Livestock use under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) has the potential to affect the quality and 
quantity of foraging and fawning habitat within riparian areas, wet meadows, and springs.  A 
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design feature incorporated with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would lessen these impacts.  
Activities that concentrate livestock use (water developments, supplement placement, etc.) would 
not be allowed within 0.25 miles of riparian or aspen vegetation communities.  Furthermore, the 
proper use criteria (utilization measured at the end of the growing season) established for riparian 
areas levels are designed to maintain and improve the recovery of these habitats.  By 
implementing the design feature and applying the appropriate proper use criteria, livestock use 
allowed in riparian habitats would be managed to maintain sufficient vegetation to provide 
foraging and fawning habitat for mule deer.  The Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, and Irwin Canyon 
allotments would be left vacant and the direct and indirect effects to these three allotments would 
be identical to those described in Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Livestock grazing may also affect elk habitat in the uplands.  Concentrated use by livestock can 
reduce understory grass and forb cover and over utilize or trample browse vegetation, which can 
affect the quality of summer and winter range.  However, livestock use allowed in these habitats, 
based on the prescribed proper use criteria, would be managed to maintain or improve the 
vegetation necessary to provide forage and cover for elk.  

Although the actions under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) may influence elk and their habitats, 
they are not expected to affect the viability of the species.  Recent numbers show an increase in 
the overall population of elk in Hunt Unit 131 and 132.  Elk populations should remain relatively 
stable or show a slight upward trend within the analysis area.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Foraging and calving habitat for elk that is in functioning condition is expected to remain stable 
under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Elk foraging and calving habitat that is not in functioning 
condition would improve with Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), as riparian and upland habitats in 
poor condition are identified and the prescribed adjustments and design features are implemented.   

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), elk habitat that is being impacted by livestock grazing is 
likely to improve on the grazed allotments over time as compared to existing conditions.  Other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to or have the potential to 
affect the project area are discussed in appendix H.  As the impacts from livestock grazing 
diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on elk 
habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Several activities discussed in appendix H have impacts on elk habitat.  Although mining activity 
has occurred on the Ely Ranger District, it has been limited in scope and scale.  The effects of 
past mineral exploration are reflected in the description of current conditions.  There are no 
present or reasonably foreseeable mineral explorations in elk habitat.  The Ely Ranger District 
completed an EIS for oil and gas leasing (USDA FS 2007b) and there has been some interest in 
exploration activities.  Before leasing for oil and gas could occur, an environmental analysis 
would be required to assess the impacts.  The combination of these actions would be considered 
minimal to elk habitat because ground disturbance would be minor.  However, if large scale oil 
and gas leasing occurred, the quality of elk habitat could be moderately affected.  Leases would 
require rehabilitation efforts that would shorten the duration of the effect on elk habitat. 

Vegetation treatments, such as prescribed fire, mechanical treatments (mastication, mowing, 
chipping, whole tree removal, cut/leave and fire wood removal), would continue to occur in the 
analysis area.  There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed 
to improve conditions in the analysis area.  The Copper Creek Stream Restoration Project was 
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implemented in the Ellison Basin Allotment in 2010.  This project is designed to stop the 
headcuts that have developed over time on the Copper Creek meadow complex by restoring 
several hundred feet of the stream channel.  These actions should restore the water table along the 
stream and in adjacent meadows to its historic level.  The higher water table should be 
advantageous to plant species that should be found in a meadow in functioning condition, which 
should lead to a desirable change in species composition, improving calving habitat.  In the 
Currant Creek and Ellison Basin allotments, there were two vegetation treatment projects in 2009 
(totaling 500 acres) and two projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 acres).  A BLM project adjacent to 
the Cherry Creek Allotment treated 1,000 acres in 2010.  Two ongoing and two future projects 
would treat up to 17,000 acres in, or adjacent to, the Cherry Creek, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin, 
Illipah, and Tom Plain allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  The Currant-Ellison Landscape 
Restoration project in the southern portion of the White Pine Range is currently in the 
planning stage.  This project involves approximately 185,000 acres with treatments that range 
from mechanical, prescribed fire, road decommissioning, and weed inventory and treatments.  
These projects may have short-term adverse effects on the quality of wildlife habitat, composition 
of vegetative communities, and bare ground.  These adverse impacts generally last for 2 to 3 
years or less.  Over the long term, these projects should result in improvement to the quality of 
elk habitat by improving the diversity in vegetation communities (which increases age classes), 
which in turn would increase the quality of the habitat.  By reducing fuel loads in the analysis 
area, these vegetation treatment projects would help prevent wildfires from removing larger acres 
of habitat.  Mountain brush habitat would be maintained by the reduction in expanding pinyon–
juniper communities.  The effects of these actions to the quality of elk habitat would be 
considered minimal to beneficial. 

Wild horses and estray livestock have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as 
permitted livestock.  Many upland and riparian sites are grazed by wild horses and/or estray 
livestock after permitted livestock are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, 
which promotes undesirable species composition, increases the amount of bare ground, and 
reduces the recovery time for many riparian systems.  This can impact elk habitat by reducing the 
desirable plant species and disturbance.  Wild horse gathers conducted by the BLM are expected 
to move populations (currently between 300 and 350 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, 90 
for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and zero for the Quinn WHT) toward the established AMLs (72 
to 96 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, zero for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and 12 to 15 
for the Quinn WHT).  It is anticipated that the population reductions would enhance the range 
condition by allowing increased ground cover and diversity of the recovering plant community.  
The effects of these actions to the quality of elk habitat would be considered moderate to 
minimal, depending on the effectiveness of the horse gathers.   

A travel management plan for the Ely Ranger District was signed in February 2009.  The travel 
plan designates routes for motor vehicle use and prohibits motor vehicle use off of designated 
National Forest System roads and trails.  Limiting motor vehicle use to designated routes, along 
with the ongoing and planned restoration treatments on closed roads and travel routes, would 
ultimately benefit elk throughout the area in several ways.  It would allow native plant 
communities to regenerate, thereby restoring the connectivity of important habitats, and reducing 
the amount of disturbance to elk from motor vehicles.  The only foreseeable road construction 
within the cumulative effects area would be temporary roads associated with mineral exploration 
activities.  These actions would benefit the quality of elk habitat by reducing the number of routes 
within the area and maintaining elk habitat.   

No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years.  In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV use, 
and other various minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels.  Hunting use is 
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expected to remain at stable levels into the future.  Recreational use, such as camping, may 
disturb elk and/or alter vegetative communities that provide habitat for elk.  The cumulative 
activities are generally limited in size and the potential effects would be minimal and limited to 
individual elk.   

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and the cumulative 
effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of elk habitat is likely to increase or 
remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-
functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.4.11.2. Alternative 2: Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock grazing under Alternative 2 (Current Management) would affect elk habitat to a greater 
extent than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The higher utilization standards under Alternative 2 
(Current Management) could leave less vegetation after livestock grazing than under Alternative 
1 (Proposed Action.  Livestock use under this alternative has the potential to affect the quality 
and quantity of calving and summer habitat within riparian areas, wet meadows, springs, and 
uplands by reducing the vegetation that serves as food and cover.  Localized and concentrated use 
by livestock can reduce understory grass cover, which impacts the quality of the summer range.  
Based on current management and livestock use, elk habitat that is not in functioning condition is 
not expected to improve, unless changes in management occur.  Because livestock grazing would 
not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments 
under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the direct or indirect effects to elk habitat in these 
four allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 
(No Action/No Grazing).   

Although the actions under Alternative 2 (Current Management) may influence elk and their 
habitats, it is not expected to affect the viability of the species.  Recent numbers show an increase 
in the overall population of elk in Hunt Unit 131 and 132.  Elk populations in the analysis area 
should remain relatively stable or show a slight upward trend.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

The quality of elk foraging and calving habitat in functioning condition is expected to remain 
stable under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  The quality of foraging and calving habitat 
that is not in functioning condition could improve if appropriate management adjustments are 
made. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the quality of elk habitat is likely to remain stable, 
but it could improve with adjustments to grazing management.  The impacts that other activities 
in the analysis area have on elk habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action).  The cumulative effects under Alternative 2 (Current Management) to most of the 
allotments would be similar to those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but the 
quality of habitat is expected to remain stable.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of this alternative and the cumulative effects of the 
other activities discussed above, the quality of elk habitat is likely to remain stable or decrease 
over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall within the non-functioning 
category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 
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3.5.4.11.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would immediately eliminate livestock grazing in the 
project area.  Direct and indirect effects from grazing would no longer occur on any of the 
allotments.  The elimination of livestock grazing has positive and negative impacts to elk.  
Livestock would no longer congregate near streams and riparian areas.  The removal of livestock 
grazing would allow plant species to complete their growth cycle.  Plant vigor, soil stability, and 
ground cover would increase.  Composition of plant species would move toward more desirable 
conditions.  Riparian areas, aspen stands, meadows, seeps, springs, and uplands would recover at 
a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.  There would be no structural damage to brush 
species and no disturbance or displacement attributed to livestock.  The quality and quantity of 
mountain brush species would increase, for the most part, and provide more forage for elk.  
However, with no livestock grazing, less water would be available to wildlife, as stock tanks 
would no longer be maintained. 

This alternative is not expected to affect the viability of elk.  The population of elk would remain 
relatively stable or increase within the project area. 

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Elk foraging and calving habitat in functioning condition would be expected to remain stable.  
Habitat in less than functioning condition would be expected to improve. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), livestock grazing would no longer occur within the 
project area.  This would result in fewer adverse impacts within the analysis area.  The impacts 
that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have on 
elk habitat are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the impacts from past 
livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative 
effects on elk habitat.   

Expected Changes to Quality of Habitat  

Considering the direct and indirect effects of Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) and the 
cumulative effects of the other activities discussed above, the quality of elk habitat is likely to 
increase or remain stable over the next 10 years.  The quality of habitat is not expected to fall 
within the non-functioning category in the Matrices for any vegetation group. 

3.5.5. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments  
No irreversible or irretrievable commitments to wildlife resources would occur as a result of the 
implementation of any of the alternatives. 

3.5.6. Forest Plan Consistency  
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes a non-significant Forest Plan amendment to open the 
Troy Mountain Allotment.  With this non-significant Forest Plan amendment in place, all the 
alternatives would be consistent with the management direction for wildlife and fisheries 
resources. 

3.5.7. Specialist Report  
This EIS hereby incorporates by reference the Wildlife and Fisheries Specialist Report in the 
project record (40 CFR 1502.21).  The Wildlife and Fisheries Specialist Report is located in the 
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Wildlife and Fisheries folder of the Resources section of the project record and contains the 
detailed data, methodologies, analyses, conclusions, maps, references, and technical 
documentation that were relied upon to reach the conclusions in this EIS. 
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3.6. Sensitive Plants 
3.6.1. Analysis Area 
The analysis area for the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to sensitive plant species is the 
project area.  The following databases were used to find known occurrences of plants: Nevada 
Natural Heritage Program Occurrence database (NNHP 2005); Natural Resource Information 
System (NRIS) Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Plants (TESP) database; and the 
Humboldt-Toiyabe Rare Plant database through 2007.  Predictive computer model were 
developed through a GIS based on habitat attributes to identify potential habitat for the sensitive 
plant species.   

Through this process, 22 Region 4 Forest Service Sensitive Species were identified as being 
present or having potential habitat in the project area.  Of these, the following 11 sensitive plants 
occur in habitats that are not grazed by livestock because they occur on talus cliffs, rocky slopes, 
cold soils at or near timberline, crevices and bases of limestone cliffs, high-elevation avalanche 
chutes, or high elevation alpine scree and talus slopes: Snake Range whitlowgrass (Draba 
oreibata var. serpentine), arid draba (Draba arida), Pennell draba (Draba pennellii), Cave 
Mountain fleabane (Erigeron cavernensis), basin jamesia [waxflower] (Jamesia tetrapetala), 
rhizome beardtongue (Penstemon rhizomatosus), Whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis), Nachlinger 
catchfly (Silene nachlingerea), marsh bluegrass (Poa abbreviata ssp. Marshii), Nevada primrose 
(Primula cusickiana var. nevadense), and rock violet (Viola lithion).   

This analysis will focus on the Region 4 Forest Service Sensitive Species with potential and 
occupied habitats that are likely to be utilized by livestock.  The 11 sensitive plant species that 
meet this criteria are: broad-pod freckled milkvetch (Astragalus lentiginosus var. latus), Currant 
milkvetch (Astragalus uncialis), Currant Summit clover (Trifolium andinum var. podocephalum), 
dainty moonwort (Botrychium crenulatum), slender moonwort (Botrychium lineare), Eastwood 
milkweed (Asclepias eastwoodiana), Jones’ globemallow (Sphaeralcea caespitosa var. 
williamsiae), Maguire lewisia (Lewisia maguirei), Mount Moriah beardtongue (Penstemon 
moriahensis), sagebrush cinquefoil (Potentilla johnstonii), and upswept moonwort (Botrychium 
ascendens).  Each of these species, its status, and habitat requirements is summarized below.  All 
occurrence numbers were updated in 2011 using the Plant Element Occurrence Delimitation 
Guidance from NatureServe (NatureServe 2011).   

Management Direction 
Forest-wide management direction for sensitive plants includes the following goal: 

• Maintain sensitive plant species (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-6). 

• Forest-wide management direction for sensitive plants includes the following standards 
and guidelines: 

• Identify mitigating measures in the allotment management plan which will protect 
sensitive plant species and incorporate these mitigating measures in the annual plan of 
use (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-35). 

• Livestock management will consider sensitive areas such as riparian areas and critical 
wildlife habitats to maintain or enhance special values (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-35). 

• Allotment management plans and annual operating plans will provide for protection of 
sensitive plant and animal species (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-74). 
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The Forest Plan includes the following management area direction for sensitive plants: 

Quinn Management Area 
• Populations of sensitive plant species will be maintained (USDA FS 1986, pp. IV-186-7). 

Quinn Canyon Wilderness Management Area 
• Populations of sensitive plant species will be maintained (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, 

p. 36). 

3.6.2. Current Condition 

3.6.2.1. Sensitive Plants Occurring in Low and Mid Elevation Uplands 

3.6.2.1.1. Broad-Pod Freckled Milkvetch 
Broad-pod freckled milkvetch is found on open gravelly slopes in pinyon-juniper habitat; gravelly 
slopes in the timber belt (Barneby 1989); gravelly or sandy calcareous soils, generally moderate 
to steep slopes, associated with zonal vegetation from 5,700 to 9,900 feet elevation (NNHP 
2001).  Broad-pod freckled milkvetch is a Nevada endemic known from White Pine County.  
There are nine known occurrences in White Pine County and one occurrence in Elko County.  
There are six known sites on the Ely Ranger District including the Schell Creek Range, Mount 
Moriah, and Ward Mountain (NNHP 2001 and USDA FS GIS for the HTNF).  

No known occurrences of broad-pod freckled milkvetch occur within the project area and there is 
no predictive model for this species at this time.  However, potential habitat for broad-pod 
freckled milkvetch occurs within all allotments in the project area.  Because occupied habitat is 
not documented within the project area, only impacts to potential habitat were analyzed within 
this document. 

Threats to known locations and habitat of broad-pod freckled milkvetch include livestock 
grazing, recreational activities, road development and maintenance, mining, and invasive species.  
Livestock grazing impacts include trampling, trailing, introduction of non-native species, and 
changes in the plant community as well as associated activities (i.e., water developments).  
Impacts associated with trampling may be temporary in some cases as individuals may survive 
trampling. 

3.6.2.1.2. Currant Milkvetch 
Currant milkvetch is known from northeastern Nye County, Nevada and Millard County, Utah.  
This species’ habitat includes dry knolls and slopes, gullied foothills, and stony washes flats and 
gentle slopes of hillsides and alluvial fans from 4,800 to 6,050 feet elevation in Nevada 
(Morefield 2001).  Currant milkvetch is found in sparsely-vegetated areas in alkaline sandy-clay 
soils derived from limestone or saline sand.  Currant milkvetch occurs in sagebrush and shadscale 
plant communities (Barneby 1989).  This small, tufted plant blooms from May to June (Barneby 
1989).   

There is one known location of Currant milkvetch in the Irwin Canyon Allotment in Troy Canyon 
on the Grant-Quinn Range.  Potential habitat occurs in the lower elevations along the southwest 
corner of the White Pine Range and northwest corner of the Grant Range.  Computer modeling 
indicates there are 3,220 acres of potential habitat within the Blackrock Allotment in the White 
Pine Range and 3,050 acres within the Irwin Canyon and Hooper Canyon Allotment in the Grant-
Quinn Range.  Both of the Grant-Quinn allotments are presently vacant.   



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest  291 

Threats to Currant milkvetch and its habitat include trampling from livestock and recreational 
activities including off-highway vehicles (Mozingo and Williams 1980).  Direct impacts could 
occur from livestock stepping on individuals of Currant milkvetch.  Impacts associated with 
trampling may be temporary in some cases as individuals may survive trampling.  The site near 
Troy Canyon has invasive species (weedy mustards, cheatgrass) in the understory, as well as 
dispersed camping in the occupied habitat.  The area has not been grazed since 1993.  Some 
mineral activity has occurred further up Troy Canyon, but is not presently occurring in Currant 
milkvetch habitat. 

3.6.2.1.3. Currant Summit Cover 
Currant Summit clover is a Nevada endemic to the Egan and White Pine ranges.  Other 
collections have been made from Patterson Peak (Lincoln County).  This plant is found in 
crevices or rocky soils of volcanic or limestone rock in the pinyon-juniper belt at 6,900 to 7,000 
feet elevation (Morefield 2001).  There is one known documented occurrence on Currant Summit 
on the White Pine Range in the Currant Creek Allotment.  Using the predictive computer model, 
there are 56,460 acres of potential habitat in the White Pine Range within all of the grazing 
allotments.  There is 29,060 acres of potential habitat within the Grant-Quinn Range in all the 
allotments except Troy Mountain.   

Threats to the known occurrence of Currant Summit clover include the use of user-created 
motorized trails and roads.  Individual plants grow in the two-track roadway and may be directly 
impacted by vehicles.  This road was closed with a barrier in 2010.  Livestock grazing in the area 
has not negatively impacted this habitat.  Invasive weeds are found adjacent to the site.  Small, 
isolated populations of Currant Summit clover are vulnerable to natural, stochastic events and 
local extirpation. 

3.6.2.1.4. Eastwood Milkweed  
Eastwood milkweed can be found in shadscale, mixed-shrub, sagebrush, and lower pinyon-
juniper zones on low alkaline clay hills from 4,680 to 7,200 feet elevation (Morefield 2001).  
When Eastwood milkweed occurs in mixed desert shrub communities, it may occur with 
saltbrush, greasewood, horsebrush, and/or sagebrush.  Eastwood milkweed is found in open areas 
on a wide variety of basic soils that are generally barren and lacking competition, frequently in 
small washes or other moisture-accumulating microsites (Morefield 2001).  Eastwood milkweed 
is a long-lived perennial species that overwinters as a buried root crown. 

There is one known location in the White Pine Range near Currant Summit and one unverified 
location near White River.  The next closest sites are located in Railroad Valley, on the Pancake 
Range, and near Sunnyside.  Using the predictive computer model, 47,950 acres of potential 
habitat were mapped within the White Pine Range and 60,100 acres within the Grant-Quinn 
Range, all within grazing allotments.  

Threats to Eastwood milkweed and habitat include trampling from domestic livestock and wild 
horses, and habitat loss due to mining and road construction (Morefield 2001).  Small, isolated 
populations of Eastwood milkweed are vulnerable to natural, stochastic events and local 
extirpation.  There has been minimal impact to the occupied site near Currant Summit.  The area 
has not been grazed since 1990, but grazing was resumed in 2010.  The area is not a popular 
recreation area.   

Pinyon-juniper has encroached into the area.  Some invasive species, like cheatgrass, are present.  
A prescribed fire was accomplished in the area in 2007, but none of the Eastwood milkweed 
plants were affected.   
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3.6.2.1.5. Jones’ Globemallow  
Jones’ globemallow occurs in mixed desert shrub vegetation types.  It is a soil endemic found in 
sevy dolomite rock calcareous soil (limestone) with mixed shrub, pinyon-juniper, and grass 
communities at elevations from 4,700 to 5,310 feet elevation (Morefield 2001).  It is 
geographically restricted, but locally abundant in its habitat.   

This plant is a local endemic in Railroad Valley in Nye County, Nevada.  Potential habitat occurs 
in the lower elevations along the southwest corner of the White Pine Range and northwest corner 
of the Grant-Quinn Range.  There is a known location in the Grant Range near Troy Canyon 
(Johnson 2006b).  Using the predictive computer model, 6,270 acres of potential habitat were 
mapped within the Blackrock Allotment in the White Pine Range and 3,220 acres within the 
Irwin Canyon and Hooper Canyon allotments in the Grant-Quinn Range.   

Threats to this species include changes in land use, industrial expansion, and mineral exploration 
(NatureServe 2011).  In the known occurrence in Troy Canyon and adjacent potential habitat, 
OHV use and dispersed camping are impacting the site and adjacent habitat.  Invasive weeds are 
also present.  Livestock grazing occurs throughout the area, both on BLM and National Forest 
System lands. 

3.6.2.1.6. Mount Moriah Beardtongue  
Mount Moriah beardtongue is an endemic to Nevada in White Pine County.  It occurs from 8,200 
to 9,200 feet elevation with sagebrush in upper pinyon-juniper, mountain mahogany woodlands, 
and open ponderosa pine communities (Morefield 2001).  It is found on open, gravelly, and/or 
silty carbonate soils in drainages, on gentle slopes, and on road banks or other recovering 
disturbances with enhanced runoff.  Mount Moriah beardtongue is known from the northern 
Snake Range near Mount Moriah and the White Pine Range.   

There is one known location in the Currant Mountain Wilderness in the White Pine Range.  Using 
the predictive computer model, 58,010 acres of potential habitat were mapped within the White 
Pine Range and 8,365 acres in the Grant-Quinn Range, of which 5,440 acres were within grazing 
allotments.   

Threats to the Mount Moriah beardtongue known location and habitat include livestock grazing, 
recreational activities, road development and maintenance, mining, and invasive species.  
Livestock grazing impacts include trampling, trailing, introduction of non-native species, and 
changes in the plant community as well as associated activities i.e. water developments.  Impacts 
associated with trampling may be temporary in some cases as individuals may survive trampling.  
These impacts occur throughout the northern Snake Range populations.  Individual plants and 
populations are found immediately adjacent to roads and in the center of two-track roads. 

3.6.2.1.7 Sagebrush cinquefoil  
This perennial herb is found in pinyon-juniper communities with sagebrush understory.  There is 
only one known location of sagebrush cinquefoil within the Hooper Canyon Allotment on the 
Grant-Quinn Range.  The known location is near a frequently traveled National Forest System 
road.  There is no predictive model for sagebrush cinquefoil at this time, but there is potential 
habitat present in both the Grant-Quinn and the White Pine ranges.   

Threats to this plant are presently unknown, although plants in the known location occur 
alongside the road within a dispersed camping site.  The Hooper Canyon Allotment is presently 
vacant, and would remain so under all alternatives.  Direct impacts could occur from livestock 
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stepping on individuals of sagebrush cinquefoil.  Impacts associated with trampling may be 
temporary in some cases as individuals may survive trampling. 

3.6.2.2. Sensitive Plants Occurring in Riparian Areas 
Three sensitive plant species are found within the riparian habitats in the project area: dainty 
moonwort, slender moonwort, and upswept moonwort.  Moonworts would occur in the 
stream/riparian and wet meadow vegetation types.  Understanding the life cycle of moonworts, 
which is unique compared to other flowering plants or ferns, is important for effectively 
managing the species (Johnson-Groh and Lee 2002a).  Spores from moonworts are produced 
above ground where they filter into the soil and germinate underground (Johnson-Groh and Lee 
2002a).  Following germination, a significant portion of the moonwort life cycle is then spent 
below ground where reproduction occurs and offspring can remain for a number of years 
(Johnson-Groh and Lee 2002a).  Often the density of below ground reproductive plants exceeds 
the sporophytes above ground (Johnson-Groh and Lee 2002a).  This below ground population 
often acts a reservoir for above ground plants that may be impacted from disturbance or other 
unfavorable environmental conditions. 

3.6.2.2.1. Dainty Moonwort  
Dainty moonwort is found in western North America, but is localized and rare.  In Nevada, this 
small perennial fern is known to occur in Clark and Elko counties and possibly several other 
counties (Esmeralda, Lander, Lyon, Mineral, Nye and White Pine) in isolated pockets in many of 
the higher and wetter mountains (Morefield 2001).  The population trend is unknown in Nevada 
(Morefield 2001).   

Dainty moonwort usually grows in saturated soils of seeps and along the stabilized margins of 
small streams, often among dense herbaceous vegetation.  It also occurs occasionally in 
seasonally wet roadside ditches and drainages (Farrar 2005).  Habitat for this plant includes lower 
montane coniferous forest, wet meadows, marshes, bog-fen habitat types, and springs (Morefield 
2001, CNPS 2011).  In Nevada, dainty moonwort occurs at relatively high elevations from 7,900 
to 11,150 feet, in Nevada.   

There are no known sites for this plant on the Ely Ranger District.  The closest known sites for 
this plant are in Clark County.  The predictive computer model indicates there are 85 spring 
sources in the White Pine Range and 14 in the Grant-Quinn Range.   

Threats to dainty moonwort potential habitat include domestic livestock and wild horses, water 
developments, and recreational activities.  Several springs have been modified and activities from 
livestock and recreation have caused change in the vegetation and soil.  Some springs and 
associated riparian areas have been invaded by both invasive and noxious weeds.  The extent of 
the degraded springs is unknown. 

3.6.2.2.2. Slender Moonwort  
This moonwort is found in widely separated and disjunct populations that are small in size from 
Alaska, California, Colorado, Idaho, Minnesota, Montana, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, 
Washington, and Wyoming (NatureServe 2011).  Suspected populations occur in the Spring 
Mountains, Nevada, however, genetic analysis is pending (Farrar 2002).  

Slender moonwort is usually found at higher elevations in montane forest or meadow habitats 
(USDI FWS 2001, Wagner and Wagner 1994).  The described habitats have ranged from roadside 
in open habitat dominated by low-growing forbs; meadow dominated by knee-high grass; shaded 
woods, and woodlands; grass-to-forb-dominated openings in forest pine, spruce, and fir forests; 
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grassy horizontal ledges on a north-facing limestone cliff; and a flat upland section of a river 
valley.  Elevation ranges up to 9,840 feet.  

Threats to slender moonwort populations are habitat destruction and fragmentation from road 
construction and maintenance, including herbicide spraying, recreational activities, grazing and 
trampling by wildlife and livestock, development, timber harvest, and competition from non-
native plant species (USDI FWS 2001). 

3.6.2.2.3. Upswept Moonwort  
Upswept moonwort is widely scattered in western North America, including Nevada and 
California (Farrar 2005).  In Nevada, there are four known occurrences mapped within the Spring 
Mountains in Clark County.  There is potential for this species to occur across the Forest.  In the 
project area, potential habitat occurs in the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges, but there are no 
known populations.  The predictive computer model indicates there are 85 spring sources in the 
White Pine Range and 14 in the Grant-Quinn Range.  The trend is unknown in Nevada 
(Morefield 2001).   

In Nevada, the habitat is described as the moist ground of spring head areas in deep shade on 
north-facing slopes often with shooting star (Dodecatheon redolens) or in wet to moist meadows 
in conifer forests where they grow in moss, grasses, sedges, rushes from 4,920 to 11,155 feet 
elevation (Morefield 2001).  However, this small perennial fern is difficult to find and has not yet 
been systematically surveyed for in Nevada.  The sites are usually localized and rare.  Upswept 
moonwort occurs primarily in open habitats in well-drained natural and artificially maintained 
habitats including alpine meadows, avalanche meadows, pastured forest meadows, and grassy 
roadsides in southern latitudes which include Nevada and California (Farrar 2005).  Upswept 
moonwort may be found with other moonworts including B. crenulatum, B. lunaria, and B. 
minganense (Wagner and Wagner 1993).   

Threats to upswept moonwort potential habitat include domestic livestock and wild horses, water 
developments, roads, and recreational activities.  Several springs have been modified and 
activities from livestock and recreation have caused change in the vegetation and soil. Springs 
and associated riparian areas have been invaded by both invasive and noxious weeds.  The extent 
of the degraded springs is unknown. 

3.6.2.2.4. Maguire’s Lewisia 

Maguire’s lewisia occurs in dry, sparsely vegetated carbonate scree or shallow gravelly-clay soils 
on steep slopes and ridgelines in the pinyon-juniper community at elevations from 7,360 to 8,280 
feet (Morefield 2001).  It is often found on south-facing slopes.  Maguire’s lewisia, endemic to 
the Grant-Quinn Range (Morefield 2001), is only known to occur in the northeast part of Nye 
County, Nevada.   

In general, steep slopes and high elevation habitat protect this species from many threats 
(NatureServe 2011).  Threats to known occurrences of Maguire’s lewisia include cattle (estray 
and domestic), which have impacted the ridgelines and other habitats in the Quinn Canyon 
through trampling, soil compaction, and utilization of the surrounding vegetation.  Mining 
activities also have been noted (Sphar et al. 1991).  Collection for horticultural propagation also 
may be an issue.  This species is of interest to alpine plant enthusiasts (NatureServe 2011).  
Request for seed collection for propagation have been made several times since 1995.  Off-
highway vehicle and dispersed camping activities occur in adjacent habitat but have not been 
documented in the occupied habitat on Cherry Creek Summit due to the steep terrain.  Small, 
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isolated populations of Maguire’s lewisia are vulnerable to natural, stochastic events and local 
extirpation.  

There are four known sites for this plant within the Grant-Quinn Range.  Most of the known 
occurrences occur in wilderness with the exception of the Sawmill Canyon population (1.5 acres) 
and a small portion of the population on Cherry Creek Summit.  Using the predictive computer 
model, 50,365 acres of potential habitat were mapped within the Grant-Quinn Range, with 25,180 
acres within the Troy Mountain, Cherry Creek, and Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon allotments.  There 
is no potential habitat within the White Pine Range.   

3.6.3. Desired Condition 
The Forest Plan provides the following direction for management of sensitive plants: 

• Sensitive plant species will be maintained (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-84). 

The Forest has developed scorecards (appendix A), referred to as the Matrices, that define 
specific standards for vegetation condition.  For each vegetation community, the Matrices include 
measurable attributes regarding soil health, vegetation, hydrology, and level of disturbance.  The 
attributes included in the functioning condition category are the desired conditions for the project 
area.  

3.6.4. Environmental Consequences 
Modification of the plant community structure and composition, especially in the herbaceous 
species, would impact sensitive plants and their habitats (Beck and Mitchell 2000, Day and 
Detling 1990, Hockett 2002, Patterson 1952).  Livestock grazing can result in adverse impacts to 
sensitive plant species, such as trampling, soil compaction, competition with invasive species, and 
changes in the relationship of mycorrhizae and the sensitive plant populations (Johnson-Grohl et 
al. 2002b, Morefield 2001).  Under heavy grazing, plants show a loss of vigor and reduction of 
reproduction activity (Stoddart et al. 1975).  Indirect impacts of livestock grazing can include 
reduction in soil water infiltration, soil compaction, soil erosion, noxious weed introduction, 
changes in the seed bank, reduction in soil litter, loss of the cryptogrammic crust, and effects to 
pollinators (Stoddart et al. 1975, Vallentine 1980, USDI BLM 2001).  The direct and indirect 
effects can cause a modification or loss of potential habitat for the sensitive plant species and 
would be greater in areas where cattle congregate (Stoddart et al. 1975).   

Changes to the plant community can affect the competitive environment of a sensitive plant 
species.  Livestock grazing can cause alteration of species composition of the community, 
ecosystem functions, and ecosystem structure (Fleischner 1994, Huntly 1991, Yensen 1981).  In 
low-nutrient environments like the semiarid Great Basin, grazing can also decrease plant diversity 
(Proulx and Mazumder 1998, Waser and Price 1981), but not in all cases (Rambo and Faeth 
1999).  In sagebrush systems, grazing can increase shrub cover, decrease palatable forbs and 
grasses, and introduce invasive weeds resulting in a change to the structure and species 
composition of a plant community (Saab et al. 1995, Vallentine 1980, Young et al. 1979).  
Because of the small size and isolation of many sensitive plant populations, disturbance in a 
population can have a disproportionately large impact on the population and species.   

Preferential grazing can decrease the relative abundance of palatable species and plants 
susceptible to grazing injury, resulting in decreased competition for less desirable and more 
resistant plants (Stoddart et al. 1975).  Plant preference varies with season and type of livestock, 
with cattle consuming primarily grasses and sheep consuming a mixture of grasses and forbs 
(Schwartz and Ellis 1981).  All of the sensitive plants in the project area are forbs, so sheep are 
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more likely to consume sensitive plants than cows, though both affect plant communities in 
multiple ways.   

Similar processes are seen in all plant communities.  Although some general assumptions can be 
made, determining the effects to a single species can be difficult without documentation of effects 
to the species and responses to grazing.  Sensitive plants with sparse distributions have shown 
similar responses to grazing and other disturbances as more common species although the 
sensitive species were more susceptible to disturbance (McIntyre and Lavorel 1994).  Predictions 
about responses to grazing may also be made based on growth form (McIntrye et al. 1995).   

3.6.4.1. Sensitive Plants Occurring in Low and Mid Elevation Uplands 

3.6.4.1.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Implementation of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would affect individual plants within the 
analysis area.  At some known sites, some species (such as the Eastwood milkweed, Mount 
Moriah beardtongue, and Currant Summit clover) appear to tolerate light grazing.  In addition, the 
vegetative communities would be managed for functioning conditions that provide suitable 
habitat for this species.  If functioning conditions are not being met for sensitive plant species, 
livestock management would be changed to move the vegetation towards functioning conditions.  
Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), Eastwood milkweed, broad-pod freckled milkvetch, 
Currant milkvetch, Mount Moriah beardtongue, sagebrush cinquefoil, Jones globemallow, and 
Currant Summit clover populations would remain relatively stable or show slight upward trends 
as compared to current conditions.   

The largest impact from livestock grazing in potential sensitive plant species habitats is expected 
to result from management activities that concentrate livestock into small areas.  Sensitive plants 
in these areas would experience a loss of vigor and reduction in reproductive activity.  Under the 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), new livestock concentrating activities would be excluded from 
potential habitat until surveys can be performed.  If plants were located, livestock concentrating 
activities would not occur within a 0.25 mile buffer surrounding the sensitive plant species site.  
Dispersed grazing may also impact potential habitat.  At this time, there are no known locations 
of sensitive plants being affected by concentrating activities. 

Compared to existing conditions, dispersed grazing would be reduced in these potential habitats 
and concentrated use would not be authorized where sensitive plants are known to exist.  
Although this alternative could still continue to impact individuals and potential habitat, it is not 
expected to affect the viability of the species.  Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the 
Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to the 
sensitive plants occurring in low and mid-elevation uplands in those ungrazed allotments would 
be identical to those described below under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), sensitive plant communities and potential habitat across 
the analysis area are likely to improve over time on the grazed allotments as compared to existing 
conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to have 
the potential to affect the analysis area are discuss in appendix H.  As the impacts from livestock 
grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on 
sensitive plant communities and potential habitat.   
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Wild horses and estray livestock have the potential to affect sensitive plants in the same manner 
as permitted livestock.  Many upland and riparian sites are grazed by wild horses and/or estray 
livestock after permitted livestock are removed.  These sites experience no rest from grazing, thus 
promoting undesirable species composition, increasing bare ground, and reducing recovery time 
for many riparian systems.  This can impact habitat for sensitive plant species by reducing the 
desirable plant species presence and through disturbance.  The effects of wild horse impacts on 
sensitive species are reflected in the description of the current conditions.  Wild horse gathers 
conducted by the BLM are expected to reduce wild horse populations (currently between 300 
and 350 wild horses for the Monte Cristo WHT, 90 for the Jakes Wash Herd Area, and zero for 
the Quinn WHT) toward the established AMLs (72 to 96 wild horses for the Monte Cristo 
WHT, zero for the Jakes Wash HA, and 12 to 15 for the Quinn WHT).  This would enhance the 
range condition by allowing increased ground cover and diversity of the recovering plant 
community.  Depending on the effectiveness of the horse gathers, the improvement to the quality 
of habitat for sensitive plant species is expected to be moderate to minimal.   

Mining and mineral exploration have historically occurred in the vicinity of the Monte Cristo, 
Treasure Hill, and Hamilton regions on the Blackrock and Treasure Hill allotments and Troy and 
Irwin canyons on the Irwin Canyon Allotment.  Road construction, drill sites, and historical mine 
sites have disturbed these communities and resulted in the trampling of vegetation and the 
alteration of habitats.  The effects of past mineral exploration on sensitive plants are reflected in 
the description of the current conditions.  At this time, approved and reasonably foreseeable 
future mineral exploration projects would result in a surface disturbance of around 10 acres.  
Leasing for oil and gas exploration and development is also a possibility in the analysis area.   

Should leasing for oil and gas be requested, an environmental analysis would be conducted to 
assess the impacts.  The combinations of these actions could result in a moderate impact to the 
quality of habitat for these sensitive plant species if large scale oil and gas leasing areas are 
requested, to minimal if only exploration activities continue.  There would be beneficial impacts 
to sensitive species habitat from mandatory rehabilitation efforts. 

Vegetation treatments, such as prescribed fire and mechanical treatments (mastication, mowing, 
chipping, whole tree removal, cut/leave and fire wood removal), would continue in the project 
area and on adjoining BLM land.  These projects may have short-term adverse effects on the 
quality of habitat, composition of vegetation communities, and a short-term increase to bare 
ground.  These adverse impacts generally last for 2-3 years or less.  Over the long term, these 
projects should result in an improvement to the habitat for sensitive plant species, by maintaining 
vegetation communities, which in turn would increase the quality of the habitat.  The sagebrush 
habitat would be maintained by the reduction in the expanding pinyon and junipers.  Also the 
reduced fuel loading would help prevent a wildfire from removing large acres of habitat.  These 
actions would help minimize the infestations of noxious weeds.  The combined impact of these 
actions to the quality of habitat for sensitive species would be considered minimally detrimental 
to beneficial.   

The 2009 Travel Management Plan for the Ely Ranger District reduces the amount of routes and 
prohibits motor vehicle use off the designated NFS roads and NFS trails.  These road closures and 
prohibition of motor use off designated routes, along with the ongoing and planned restoration 
treatments on closed roads and travel routes, would ultimately benefit Eastwood milkweed by 
reducing potential crushing of the plants and by allowing native plant communities to regenerate.  
The only foreseeable road or trail construction within the analysis area would be temporary roads 
associated with mineral exploration activities.  The combination of these actions should be 
beneficial to the quality of sensitive species habitat. 
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Considering the direct and indirect effects of this alternative and the cumulative effects of the 
other activities discussed above, the quality of sensitive species habitat is likely to increase over 
the next 10 years.  The rate of increase may be slowed due to the surface disturbance associated 
with the ongoing and potential mineral exploration and oil and gas leasing.  However, the 
sensitive plant species and their habitat would quickly recover as the vegetation re-establishes in 
2 to 3 years.   

3.6.4.1.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock use under Alternative 2 (Current Management) is expected to affect the quality and 
quantity to a greater degree than Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The allowable levels of use of 
upland habitat could result in greater changes in vegetation composition and higher levels of 
trampling.  These impacts would affect potential habitat and individual plants within the project 
area.  Areas of concern tend to be located near sites where cattle concentrate such as salt locations 
or water developments.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, 
Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under this alternative, the direct and 
indirect effect to sensitive plants occurring in low to mid-elevation in these four allotments would 
be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No 
Grazing). 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), habitat for these sensitive species would be expected 
to remain in a stable condition if an area is in functioning condition.  If the habitat condition is 
functioning-at-risk or non-functioning, then the habitat could decline if current use levels 
continue.  Areas of concentrated livestock use near known sites, or in potential habitat, would 
continue.  Sensitive plants in these areas would experience a loss of vigor and reduction in 
reproductive activity.  Livestock grazing under this alternative is expected to impact potential 
habitats for these sensitive plant species.  These impacts would affect individual plants within the 
project area.  Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), Eastwood milkweed, broad-pod 
freckled milkvetch, Currant milkvetch, Mount Moriah beardtongue, Sagebrush cinquefoil, Jones 
globemallow, and Currant Summit clover populations would remain relatively stable, or decline, 
within the analysis area.   

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on sensitive species occurring in low and mid-elevational uplands are 
discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects under 
Alternative 2 (Current Management) to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to 
those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but sensitive plants are expected to 
remain stable or decline due to the higher level of direct and indirect impacts under Alternative 2 
(Current Management).   

3.6.4.1.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Compared to the other alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would provide the 
greatest long-term protection and viability for potential sensitive plant habitat as livestock use 
would no longer continue on any allotments in the analysis area.  Direct impacts such as 
trampling, herbivory, and disruption of seed bank stability, and indirect impacts associated with 
livestock use and associated activities would no longer occur.  The elimination of livestock 
grazing would allow desirable changes in plant composition and density to take place and for 
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plant species to complete their growth cycle.  As a result, soil compaction, introduction of 
noxious weeds by livestock, and decreased soil moisture would be substantially reduced or 
eliminated.  Livestock congregation areas would be eliminated in potential habitat.  Under 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), upland vegetation areas would recover at a faster pace 
than either of the action alternatives.   

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) is not expected to affect the viability of Eastwood 
milkweed, broad-pod freckled milkvetch, Currant milkvetch, Mount Moriah beardtongue, 
sagebrush cinquefoil, Jones globemallow, and Currant Summit clover.  Under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing), the populations for these plants would remain relatively stable, or increase, 
within the project area.  Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would provide the greatest 
protection for sensitive plant habitat for the long-term viability of these rare populations 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the lowest cumulative effect to sensitive 
plants.  Direct and indirect effects are expected to be the least of all the alternatives due to the 
removal of livestock and livestock related actions from the project area.  The impacts that other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have on sensitive 
plants occurring in low and mid-elevation uplands are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  As the impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a 
corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects on these sensitive plants as compared to 
the cumulative effects described for Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).   

3.6.4.2. Sensitive Plants Occurring in Riparian Areas 
Disturbance to the overstory component, soil, and soil moisture can have a detrimental effect on 
moonworts.  Identified risks include noxious weeds, mechanical vegetation treatments, fuels 
reduction activities, prescribed fire, reforestation, roads, grazing and stock trampling, catastrophic 
fire (as well as changes in vegetation from the lack of fire), fire suppression activities, 
recreational activities (including OHVs, trails/hikers, camping, and development), mining, 
flooding, hydrologic alterations, and plant collectors (Morefield 2001).  Small populations are 
more vulnerable to random events. 

Although above ground populations of moonworts are subject to impacts from activities (such as 
fire, grazing, herbicides, and timber harvest) these plants are actually fairly resilient and would 
usually recover following disturbance (Johnson-Groh and Lee 2002a).  Because reproduction and 
juvenile recruitment occur below ground, protecting the below ground environment, in particular 
the mycorrhizal relationship between fungi and moonworts, is critical to overall survivorship of 
these ferns (Johnson-Groh and Lee 2002a, Johnson-Groh et al. 2002b).  Any activity that reduces 
shading, soil moisture, or disrupts the organic matter would affect the mycorrhizae community.   

Moving toward functioning condition should provide suitable habitat for moonworts, especially 
related to understory condition.  For stream/riparian and wet meadow vegetation types, 
functioning condition would minimize bare ground, decrease non-native and annual grasses, and 
decrease noxious weeds.  By achieving functioning condition, the understory would have an 
increased diversity of forbs and grasses, which would include moonworts and the host plants they 
are dependent upon.   
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3.6.4.2.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Livestock use under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) has the potential to impact the quality and 
quantity of moonwort habitat within riparian areas, wet meadows, and springs.  Under Alternative 
1 (Proposed Action), the end of season utilization levels and streambank alteration levels would 
be reduced in areas that are not in functioning condition.  This would likely reduce overall 
utilization levels from the current levels.  The allowable utilization under Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) would allow improvement of the understory species and soil attribute.  Under more 
conservative grazing levels (for example, residual stubble heights that promote plant vigor and 
sediment capture), the desired plants can maintain their health and the site retains its integrity.  If 
the site is in functioning-at-risk condition, light to moderate grazing (less than 35 percent) should 
allow the site to begin to decrease the amount of bare ground, and the site’s vulnerability to the 
establishment of noxious weeds or other undesirable plants should be reduced.  This would help 
move these habitats toward more desired conditions for moonworts and would result in an 
increase in available habitat in functioning condition.   

Activities that concentrate livestock use can negatively impact sensitive plant populations and 
potential habitat.  Localized and concentrated use by livestock can reduce understory grass cover 
and increase soil compaction, which may impact the quality of habitat especially for the 
underground portions.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) incorporates a design feature that would 
prohibit activities likely to concentrate livestock use from occurring with 0.25 miles of a known 
sensitive plant location.  At this time, there are no known locations of sensitive plants being 
affected by concentrating activities. 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), moonwort populations would remain relatively stable or 
show a slight upward trend within the project area.  Livestock grazing would not be authorized in 
the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to the 
sensitive plants occurring in riparian area in those ungrazed allotments would be identical to those 
described below under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).   

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), sensitive plant communities and potential habitat across 
the analysis area are likely to improve over time on the grazed allotments as compared to existing 
conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to have 
the potential to affect the analysis area are discuss in appendix H.  The impacts that other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area (appendix H) have on sensitive 
species occurring in low and mid-elevation uplands are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects for sensitive species occurring in riparian areas would 
be similar to those listed above for upland sensitive plant species.  Under Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action), compared to existing conditions, grazing would be reduced in these potential habitats 
and therefore, the impacts from grazing would be less in the potential habitat.  

3.6.4.2.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 2 (Current Management) would allow higher levels of utilization Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  This higher use would create the potential for greater impacts the quality and 
quantity of sensitive plant habitat within riparian areas, wet meadows, and springs by reducing 
the vegetation and increasing soil compaction.  These impacts would affect individual plants 
within the project area.  Based on current management and livestock use, riparian habitat that is 
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not in functioning condition is not expected to improve.  Under Alternative 2 (Current 
Management), upswept, slender, or dainty moonwort populations would remain relatively stable 
or slightly decrease within the analysis area.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized 
in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under this 
alternative, the direct and indirect effect to sensitive plants in riparian areas in these four 
allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing). 

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on sensitive species occurring in riparian areas are discussed above under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects under Alternative 2 (Current 
Management) to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to those described under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but sensitive plants are expected to remain stable or decline due 
to the higher level of direct and indirect impacts under Alternative 2 (Current Management).   

3.6.4.2.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Compared to the other alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would provide the 
greatest protection for sensitive plant habitat for the long-term viability of these sensitive plant 
populations.  The discontinuation of livestock use in all allotments would provide for long-term 
protection for potential sensitive species habitat.  Direct impacts such as trampling, herbivory, 
and disruption of seed bank stability, and indirect impacts associated with livestock use and 
associated activities would no longer occur.  The elimination of livestock grazing would allow 
desirable changes in plant composition and density to take place and for plant species to complete 
their growth cycle.  As a result, soil compaction, introduction of noxious weeds by livestock, and 
decreased soil moisture would be substantially reduced or eliminated.  Livestock congregation 
areas would be eliminated in potential habitat.  There would also be less structural damage to 
plants from livestock grazing.  Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), riparian vegetation 
areas would recover at a faster pace than either of the action alternatives.   

This alternative is not expected to affect the viability of upswept, slender, or dainty moonwort.  
Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), the populations for these plants would remain 
relatively stable, or increase, within the project area.   

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the lowest cumulative effect to sensitive 
plants.  Direct and indirect effects are expected to be the lowest of all the alternatives due to the 
removal of livestock and livestock related actions from the project area.  The impacts that other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have on sensitive 
plants occurring in riparian areas are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As 
the impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the 
overall cumulative effects on these sensitive plants as compared to the cumulative effects 
described for Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).   
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3.6.4.3. Maguire’s Lewisia (Lewisia maguirei) 

3.6.4.3.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

The largest impact to Maguire lewisia from livestock grazing in potential habitat is management 
activities that concentrate livestock into small areas.  Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), new 
livestock concentrating activities would be excluded from potential habitat until surveys can be 
performed.  If plants were located, livestock concentrating activities would not occur within a 
0.25 mile buffer surrounding the site.  This design feature would result in reduced impacts on 
Maguire lewisia as compared to existing conditions.  At this time, there are no known locations 
of sensitive plants being affected by concentrating activities. 

Dispersed grazing may also impact potential habitat.  The vegetative communities would be 
managed for functioning conditions that provide suitable habitat for this species.  If functioning 
conditions are not being met, livestock management would be changed to move the vegetation 
towards functioning conditions.   

Although this alternative would impact individuals and potential habitat, it is not expected to 
affect the viability of these species.  Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), Maguire lewisia 
populations would remain relatively stable or show slightly upward trends within the project area.  
Livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon 
allotments.  The direct and indirect effects to the sensitive plants occurring in riparian area in 
those ungrazed allotments would be identical to those described below under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing).   

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), sensitive plant communities and potential habitat across 
the analysis area are likely to improve over time on the grazed allotments as compared to existing 
conditions.  Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to have 
the potential to affect the analysis area are discuss in appendix H.  The impacts that other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area (appendix H) have on sensitive 
species occurring in low and mid-elevation uplands are discussed above under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects for Maguire lewisia would be similar to those listed 
above for upland sensitive plant species.  Compared to existing conditions, grazing would be 
reduced in these potential habitats and therefore, the impacts from grazing would be less in the 
potential habitat.  

3.6.4.3.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 2 (Current Management) would allow higher levels of utilization than Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  This higher use would create the potential for greater impacts to the quality 
and quantity of sensitive plant habitat in the uplands by changing vegetation composition and 
trampling sensitive plants.  These impacts would affect potential habitat and individual plants 
within the project area.  Areas of concern tend to be located near sites where cattle concentrate 
such as near salt locations or water developments.  Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), 
habitat for this species would be expected to remain in a stable condition if an area is in 
functioning condition.  If the habitat is not in functioning condition, the habitat could decline if 
current use levels continue.  Areas of concentrated livestock use near known sites, or in potential 
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habitat, would continue.  Livestock grazing under this alternative is expected to impact potential 
habitats for this species.  These impacts would affect individual plants within the project area.   

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), Maguire lewisia populations would remain relatively 
stable, or decline, within the project area.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in 
the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under this 
alternative, the direct and indirect effect to Maguire lewisia in these four allotments would be 
identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing). 

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on sensitive plant species occurring in riparian areas are discussed above 
under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  The cumulative effects under Alternative 2 (Current 
Management) to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to those described under 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but Maguire lewisia habitats are expected to remain stable or 
decline due to the higher level of direct and indirect impacts under Alternative 2 (Current 
Management).   

3.6.4.3.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Compared to the other alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would provide the 
greatest protection for sensitive plant habitat for the long-term viability of these sensitive plant 
populations.  Direct impacts such as trampling, herbivory, and disruption of seed bank stability, 
and indirect impacts associated with livestock use and associated activities would no longer 
occur.  The elimination of livestock grazing would allow desirable changes in plant composition 
and density to take place and for plant species to complete their growth cycle.  As a result, soil 
compaction, introduction of noxious weeds by livestock, and decreased soil moisture would be 
substantially reduced or eliminated.  Livestock congregation areas would be eliminated in 
potential habitat.  There would also be less structural damage to plants from livestock grazing.  
Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), upland vegetation areas would recover at a faster 
pace than either of the action alternatives.  This alternative is not expected to affect the viability 
of Maguire lewisia.  Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), the populations for these 
plants would remain relatively stable or increase within the project area. 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the lowest cumulative effects to Maguire 
lewisia.  Direct and indirect effects are expected to be the least of all the alternatives due to the 
removal of livestock and livestock related actions from the project area.  The impacts that other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the region (appendix H) have on Maguire 
lewisia are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the impacts from 
livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative 
effects on these sensitive plants as compared to the cumulative effects described for Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).   

3.6.5. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments  
No irreversible or irretrievable commitments of sensitive plant species would occur as a result of 
implementation of any of the alternatives. 
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3.6.6. Forest Plan Consistency  
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes a non-significant Forest Plan amendment to open the 
Troy Mountain Allotment.  With this non-significant Forest Plan amendment in place, all the 
alternatives would be consistent with the management direction for sensitive plant species in the 
Forest Plan. 

3.6.7. Specialist Report  
This EIS hereby incorporates by reference the Botany Specialist Report in the project record (40 
CFR 1502.21).  The Botany Specialist Report is located in the Botany folder of the Resources 
section of the project record and contains the detailed data, methodologies, analyses, conclusions, 
maps, references, and technical documentation that were relied upon to reach the conclusions in 
this EIS. 
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3.7. Wilderness 
Congress has reviewed Forest Service management of grazing within wilderness on several 
occasions since the inception of the National Wilderness Preservation System.  During the 95th 
Congress, congressional committees responded to concerns regarding what was perceived as 
unnecessarily restrictive grazing management policy within wilderness.  To further clarify the 
intent of Congress in Section 4(d)(4)(2) of the Wilderness Act, the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs report 95-620 and 95-1821 states:  “To clarify any lingering doubts, the 
committee wishes to stress that this language means that there shall be no curtailment of grazing 
permits or privileges in an area simply because it is designated as wilderness.  Grazing in 
wilderness areas would ordinarily be controlled under the general regulations governing grazing 
of livestock on National Forest.  This includes the establishment of normal range allotments and 
allotment management plans.  Furthermore, wilderness designation should not prevent the 
maintenance of existing fences or other livestock management improvements, nor the 
construction and maintenance of new fences or improvements which are consistent with allotment 
management plans and/or which are necessary for the protection of the range.”  (USDA FS 
2007a, Congressional Grazing Guidelines, FSM 2323.23). 

The 96th Congress, in response to a request from grazing permittees to amend wilderness 
legislation, further clarified congressional intent by providing the Forest Service with national 
guidelines for grazing within wilderness that address use of equipment, the maintenance and 
replacement of improvements, and adjustment of numbers (USDA FS 2007a, Congressional 
Grazing Guidelines, FSM 2323.23).  The Congressional guidelines state that the Forest Service 
shall not curtail grazing within wilderness because an area is, or has been designated as 
wilderness, and would allow for the occasional use of motorized equipment for supporting 
facilities such as fences, cabins, water lines, and water wells that existed prior to classification as 
wilderness.  The Congressional guidelines also state that “construction of new improvements or 
replacement of deteriorated facilities in wilderness is permissible if in accordance with those 
guidelines and management plans governing the area involved.  However, the construction of 
new improvements should be primarily for the purpose of resource protection and the more 
effective management of these resources rather than to accommodate increased numbers of 
livestock.” 

3.7.1. Analysis Area 
The project area is the analysis area for direct and indirect effects to the wilderness resource.  The 
analysis area for wilderness cumulative effects is the project area and the surrounding land and 
private in-holdings.   

There are seven designated wildernesses within the project area (map 35).  The Grant Range 
Wilderness (52,600 acres), Quinn Canyon Wilderness (26,310 acres), and Currant Mountain 
Wilderness (47,357 acres) were designated as wilderness in 1989 under the Nevada Wilderness 
Protection Act.  In 2006, the White Pine County Conservation, Recreation and Development Act 
(White Pine County Lands Act) designated four new wilderness areas, Shellback Wilderness 
(36,143 acres), White Pine Range Wilderness (40,013 acres), Bald Mountain Wilderness (22,366 
acres), and Red Mountain Wilderness (20,490 acres) and expanded the Currant Mountain 
Wilderness.  The combined acreage for all seven wilderness areas is 245,279 acres, which is 43 
percent of the project area.   

These wilderness areas encompass some of the most remote and undeveloped lands within the 
state of Nevada.  Elevations range from around 6,500 feet to over 11,000 feet at the highest 
peaks.  These wilderness areas provide a unique opportunity for solitude and challenging 
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primitive recreation opportunities.  This is a high quality visitor experience that is not available in 
many wilderness areas in more populated areas or that are more easily accessible. 

Project activities in these wilderness areas include turning out cattle on or very near dates 
established in grazing permits, AMPs, and AOIs.  Generally, after the livestock are turned out on 
an allotment the livestock are allowed to seek out herbaceous forage to consume.  Woody forage, 
willow and aspen, are also browsed by livestock.  Livestock have been grazing this area at current 
level or greater intensity for around 100 years.  

Range developments (fences, water developments, etc.) have been established over time (all prior 
to wilderness designation) to manage the movement and distribution of livestock on the 
allotments.  No alternative in this project authorizes the construction of any new range 
developments.  However, existing developments would continue to be used and maintained if the 
authorization to graze these allotments is continued. 

Rangeland Capability 
The project area has been modeled twice to determine its capability to provide forage for 
domestic livestock grazing, once at the Forest level and again at the project level.  These 
modeling efforts confirmed the 1986 Forest Plan’s determination that the lands in the project area 
have capability for livestock grazing.  Both models used the USDA Forest Service’s Region 4 
protocols.  Both models identified lands capable of providing forage for domestic livestock 
grazing in every allotment in the project area.  These modeling efforts are discussed in chapter 1 
of this document. 
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Map 35: Wilderness Areas in the Project Area 
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Management Direction 
Forest-wide management direction for wilderness areas includes the following standards and 
guidelines: 

• Maintain or update allotment management plans to insure the range is improved to or 
maintained in satisfactory ecological condition and to identify and resolve all conflicting 
resource uses (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-73). 

• Update allotment management plans following wilderness designation to insure wilderness 
management guidelines are incorporated into management actions (USDA FS 1986, p. 
IV-73). 

• Protect wilderness character (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-73). 
• Maintain natural vegetative composition and diversity (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-73). 
• Coordinate management of livestock and recreation use to protect the wilderness character 

of the area (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-73). 
• Regulate grazing use on the adjacent to heavily used recreation areas to prevent 

deterioration of the wilderness resource and minimize user conflicts (USDA FS 1986, p. 
IV-73). 

• Permit only temporary salt and bed grounds.  Locate away from springs, streams, and lakes 
to prevent degrading water quality (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-74). 

• Livestock will be managed to maintain or enhance sensitive areas such as riparian and key 
wildlife habitats (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-74). 

• Protect sensitive plant or animal species (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-74). 
• Manage soil and water resources to protect watersheds and preserve water quality (USDA 

FS 1986, p. IV-75). 

The three management areas in the project area include the following direction for wilderness 
resources: 

Currant Mountain Wilderness Area 
• Protect the area to preserve its natural state.  Allow the ecosystem to function without man-

caused interference, except for fire control and mineral exploration/development.  Place 
signs at major access points.  Protect the NRA on White Pine Peak. (USDA FS 1986, 
Amendment 1, p. 45). 

• Manage livestock to be compatible with the wilderness resource (USDA FS 1986, 
Amendment 1, p. 45). 

• Manage livestock grazing on existing allotments within grazing capacities to avoid 
detracting from wilderness values (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 45). 

Grant Range Wilderness Management Area 
• Protect the area to preserve its natural state.  Allow the ecosystem to function without man-

caused interference, except for fire control and mineral exploration/develop- merit.  
(USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 31). 

• Manage livestock to be compatible with the wilderness, forage resources and desert 
bighorn needs (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 31). 

• Manage key desert bighorn sheep range (USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 33). 
Quinn Canyon Wilderness Management Area 

• Protect the area to preserve its natural state.  Allow the ecosystem to function without man-
caused interference, except for fire control and mineral exploration/develop- merit.  
(USDA FS 1986, Amendment 1, p. 35). 
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• Adjust permitted livestock numbers where needed to be compatible with Wilderness 
values.  Populations of sensitive plant species will be maintained. (USDA FS 1986, 
Amendment 1, p. 36). 

• Manage livestock to be compatible with the wilderness resources (USDA FS 1986, 
Amendment 1, p. 36). 

3.7.2. Current Condition 

Bald Mountain Wilderness 
The Bald Mountain Wilderness on the Ely Ranger District lies approximately 40 miles west of 
Ely, Nevada, off Highway 50.  This wilderness encompasses 22,366 acres in the western half of 
the Ely Ranger District in the White Pine Range and is located entirely on the Tom Plain 
Allotment.  The Bald Mountain Wilderness is easily accessible by dirt roads which bisect this 
area.  The Bald Mountain Wilderness is characterized by narrow canyons and high elevation 
grasslands.  The lone peak rises over 9,000 feet in elevation.  Precipitation varies from year to 
year but averages somewhere between 8 to 12 inches. 

There are 8.82 miles of fence, two water storage tanks, and one gate in the Bald Mountain 
Wilderness.  Occasional use of motorized equipment was associated with developments in the 
area prior to its designation as wilderness.  This use is evidenced by the two vehicle tracks that 
remain along the fence lines in the Stone Springs Wash on the west side and the sections of fence 
on the southwestern corner and along the east side of the Bald Mountain Wilderness in the Tom 
Plain Allotment.  This use would continue into the future as Congressional grazing guidelines 
allow for whatever mechanical and motorized use that was occurring prior to designation to 
continue after designation.  Many of the other fences and water developments located on the 
allotments within the wilderness are not accessible by vehicle; it is presumed that the materials 
were packed in via horseback when they were constructed. 

Table 61:  Allotment Information for the Bald Mountain Wilderness.   

There is limited information pertaining to past vegetation treatments within this wilderness prior 
to its designation in 2006.  The remnant Bald Mountain Inventoried Roadless Area that is located 
within the center of the Bald Mountain Wilderness is a historic seeding project.  There is some 
evidence of this past project that dates back to 1948.  This project was widespread throughout the 
area and mainly affected the current Bald Mountain Wilderness.  There is evidence of a large fire 
that occurred in 2003 on the northeast and eastern portions of the wilderness. 

Allotment 
Name Type Current 

Season 
Permitted 
Numbers 

Management 
System 

Acres in 
Wilderness 

Capable Acres in 
Wilderness 

Tom Plain C&H June 11 – 
Oct 10 

500  
cow/calf 

Deferred 
Rotation 19,188 16,105 
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Map 36: Range Developments in the Wilderness Areas on the White Pine Range. 
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Currant Mountain Wilderness 
The Currant Mountain Wilderness on the Ely Ranger District lies approximately 45 miles 
southwest of Ely, Nevada, off Highway 6.  This wilderness encompasses 47,357 acres in the 
western half of the Ely Ranger District in the White Pine Range and includes portions of the 
Blackrock and Currant Creek allotments.  The Currant Mountain Wilderness is readily accessible 
on the eastern side via the White River and Currant Creek roads.  Access to the western slope is 
much more difficult, requiring high clearance 4x4 vehicles or ATV’s.  This area is dominated by 
the limestone massif (mountainous mass) that comprises the mountain range and is home to 
desert bighorn sheep, elk, mule deer, cougar, and bobcats.  There are no formal trails in existence 
any longer in this wilderness due to flood events washing out the drainages where trails once 
occurred.   

The White Pine Peak Research Natural Area (RNA) is also located in the southwest portion of 
this wilderness.  Research natural areas are part of a nationwide network of ecological areas set 
aside for both research and education.  The Forest Service and other agencies establish these areas 
to typify certain types of important forest, shrubland, grassland, aquatic, geological, alpine, or 
similar environments with unique characteristics of scientific interest.  These areas contain 
important ecological and scientific values and are managed for minimum human disturbance.  
Due to terrain and absence of water, this area has received little to no livestock grazing.  Nearly 
pristine stands of mountain big sagebrush are the premier biotic feature of this RNA.  Livestock 
grazing has not occurred in the RNA for over 60 years and was very light prior to that time.  This 
RNA has been found to be unsuitable for livestock grazing and would not be authorized for 
livestock grazing under any alternative. 

There are 3.31 miles of fence, six water storage structures, and one gate in the Currant Mountain 
Wilderness.  These developments were not in the area designated as wilderness in 1989.  The 
White Pine County Lands Bill expanded this wilderness to include the area where the 
developments are located.  Occasional use of motorized equipment was associated with 
developments in the area prior to its designation as wilderness. 

Table 62:  Allotment Information for the Currant Mountain Wilderness.   

Grant Range Wilderness 
The Grant Range Wilderness encompasses approximately 52,600 acres in the southwestern 
portion of the Ely Ranger District, and includes a portion of the Cherry Creek, Hooper Canyon, 
Irwin Canyon, and Troy Mountain allotments.  Raptors flock to this area, which falls away from 
the 11,298-foot summit of Troy Peak.  As the elevation decreases, the vegetation transitions from 
a few firs and bristlecone pines to dry land pinion-juniper with a sagebrush understory.  There are 
no maintained trails, just abandoned four-wheel-drive tracks that extend into the area from the 
east and west.  Water is virtually impossible to find, except when snow melts and runs off from 
higher elevations.  Only a dirt road separates this land from Quinn Canyon Wilderness to the 
south.  Few people explore this region of central Nevada, even though it is relatively easy to get 
to the high country. 

Allotment 
Name Type Current 

Season 
Permitted 
Numbers 

Management 
System 

Acres in 
Wilderness 

Capable 
Acres in 

Wilderness 

Blackrock C&H June 21 –  
Sept 30 

122  
cow/calf 

Deferred 
Rotation 33,976 14,350 

Currant Creek C&H June 15 - 
Sept 30 

295  
cow/calf 

Deferred 
Rotation 13,281   2,827 
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The Grant Range Wilderness contains the Troy Peak RNA, designated to preserve and maintain 
in an undisturbed condition the terrestrial and aquatic features of the site, along with the natural 
processes native to this ecosystem.  The principal biotic features of the RNA are extensive stands 
of bristlecone pine and limber pine on the northern, southern, and eastern portions of the area; 
stands of Rocky Mountain white fir on the western flank; and an impressive ridge of rock outcrop 
through the center.  The rock barrens are habitat for three sensitive species (basin jamesia, 
Nevada primrose, and rock violet).  This wilderness and RNA are also home to a herd of desert 
bighorn sheep.  This RNA has been found to be unsuitable for livestock grazing and has not been 
authorized for livestock grazing, nor would it be authorized for livestock grazing under any 
alternative. 

There are 1.15 miles of fence, 12 miles of pipeline, one water storage structure, and one water 
development located within the Grant Range Wilderness. 

Table 63:  Allotment Information for the Grant Range Wilderness.   

Quinn Canyon Wilderness 
The Quinn Canyon Wilderness encompasses approximately 26,310 acres in the southwestern 
portion of the Ely Ranger District, and includes a portion of the Big Creek, Cherry Creek, Hooper 
Canyon, Pine Creek Quinn Canyon allotments.  Located in remote central Nevada, extreme 
isolation defines the Quinn Canyon Wilderness.  From the main ridgeline of the area, cresting at 
more than 10,000 feet elevation, many smaller ridges and narrow canyons extend out east and 
west.  In the V-shaped drainages, snowmelt along with summer rains collect in four year-round 
streams.  Several springs usually provide water.  From pinion pine and juniper, the vegetation 
gives way to sagebrush, with scattered white fir, aspen, and mahogany in the higher elevations 
and small stands of bristlecone pine.  Mule deer move into the higher elevations of the wilderness 
in summer.  There are no fences or water developments located within the Quinn Canyon 
Wilderness. 

Table 64:  Allotment Information for the Quinn Canyon Wilderness.   

Allotment 
Name Type Current 

Season 
Permitted 
Numbers 

Management 
System 

Acres in 
Wilderness 

Capable 
Acres in 

Wilderness 

Cherry Creek S&G Dec 1 –  
Feb 10 

1,800  dry 
sheep Trailing 18,892 15,412 

Hooper Canyon C&H June 16 – 
Oct 15 Vacant Season Long 14,877 5,610 

Irwin Canyon C&H June 12 – 
Sept 11 Vacant Season Long   5,258    356 

Troy Mountain C&H May 15 – 
Aug 31 150 cow/calf Season Long 13,576 2,638 

Allotment 
Name Type Current Season Permitted 

Numbers 
Management 

System 
Acres in 

Wilderness 
Capable 
Acres in 

Wilderness 
Big Creek C&H June 1 – Sept 15 Vacant Season Long 13,865 2,271 

Cherry Creek S&G Dec 1 – Feb 10 1,800 dry 
sheep Trailing 126 49 

Hooper Canyon C&H June 16 – Oct 15 Vacant Season Long 11,458 2,860 
Pine Creek/ 
Quinn Canyon C&H June 1 – Sept 30 260  cow/calf Deferred Rotation 919 93 
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Map 37: Location of Range Developments in the Wildernesses on the Grant-Quinn Range. 

 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

314   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

Red Mountain Wilderness 
The Red Mountain Wilderness encompasses 20,490 acres in the western half of the Ely Ranger 
District in the White Pine Range and includes portions of the Currant Creek and Ellison Basin 
allotments.  Adjacent to the Currant Mountain Wilderness in the heart of the White Pine Range, 
the Red Mountain Wilderness stands out against the grey limestone escarpment with its orange-
red volcanic geology.  This remote area possesses beautiful scenic vistas and volcanic rock 
formations. 

There are 0.4 miles of fence and one water storage structure in the Red Mountain Wilderness.  
Occasional use of motorized equipment was associated with developments in the area prior to its 
designation as wilderness.  This use is evidenced by the two tracks that remain along the fence 
lines as well as the two tracks that were cherry-stemmed to provide access to this area.  

Table 65:  Allotment Information for the Red Mountain Wilderness.   

Shellback Wilderness 
The Shellback Wilderness on the Ely Ranger District lies approximately 55 miles west of Ely, 
Nevada, off Highway 50.  This wilderness encompasses 36,143 acres in the western half of the 
Ely Ranger District in the White Pine Range and includes portions of the Illipah and Tom Plain 
allotments.  The wilderness is a long ridge reaching an elevation of over 9,000 feet.  The west 
side has spring fed basins with aspen stands and linear limestone formations.  The east side is 
more arid with pinyon-juniper forests and some deep rocky canyons.  

There are 9.11 miles of fence, 4 water developments, 10 water storage structures, and 5 gates in 
the Shellback Wilderness.  The water developments consist of wooden or metal troughs.  
Occasional use of motorized equipment is associated with developments in the wilderness and the 
placement of supplements (for example, salting).  This use is evidenced by the two tracks that 
remain along the fence lines and on routes to water developments and supplement sites.  This 
motorized use is authorized to assist permittees in the maintenance of the developments and to 
increase distribution of livestock across an allotment; it usually involves at least one trip along or 
to these developments a year.  Developments that are not being used in a particular year (such as, 
fences and water developments in a pasture that is being rested) would generally not be visited 
that year.  With regard to supplements, usually two trips are required (one to place the supplement 
and one to remove it).  Additional trips may be made to check on the supplement. 

Allotment 
Name Type Current 

Season 
Permitted 
Numbers 

Management 
System 

Acres in 
Wilderness 

Capable 
Acres in 

Wilderness 

Currant Creek C&H June 15 - 
Sept 30 

295  
cow/calf 

Deferred 
Rotation   7,290   5,025 

Ellison Basin C&H June 11 – 
Oct 10 

359  
cow/calf 

Deferred 
Rotation 13,199 10,224 
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Table 66:  Allotment Information for the Shellback Wilderness.   

White Pine Range Wilderness 
The White Pine Range Wilderness encompasses 40,013 acres in the western half of the Ely 
Ranger District in the White Pine Range and includes portions of the Blackrock, Tom Plain, and 
Treasure Hill allotments.  The White Pine Wilderness is located on the western side of the White 
Pine Range south of Highway 50, approximately 55 miles west of Ely, Nevada.  This area is on 
the west edge of the White Pine Range, just north of the Currant Mountain Wilderness.  Access is 
difficult from the west slope as the area is divided into three sections by rough roads open to 
motorized vehicles.  There are no trails within the area, but a nonmotorized route goes through 
Cathedral Canyon on the north edge of the area.  Rocky ridges, rolling hills, and varied vegetation 
can be experienced throughout the wilderness.  Many springs attract wildlife and mixed conifers 
can be found on the higher ridges.   

There 3.29 miles of fence, 0.7 miles of pipeline, seven water storage structures, and three gates 
that occur in the White Pine Range Wilderness.  The water developments consist of wooden or 
metal troughs.  Occasional use of motorized equipment is associated with developments in the 
wilderness and the placement of supplements (for example, salting).  This use is evidenced by the 
two tracks that remain along the fence lines and on routes to water developments and supplement 
sites.  This motorized use is authorized to assist permittees in the maintenance of the 
developments and to increase distribution of livestock across an allotment; it usually involves at 
least one trip along or to these developments a year.  Developments that are not being used in a 
particular year (such as, fences and water developments in a pasture that is being rested) would 
generally not be visited that year.  With regard to supplements, usually two trips are required (one 
to place the supplement and one to remove it).  Additional trips may be made to check on the 
supplement. 

Table 67:  Allotment Information for the White Pine Range Wilderness.   

 

Allotment 
Name Type Current 

Season 
Permitted 
Numbers 

Management 
System 

Acres in 
Wilderness 

Capable 
Acres in 

Wilderness 

Illipah C&H June 16 – 
Oct 15 

169  
cow/calf 

Deferred 
Rotation 28,773 22,151 

Tom Plain C&H June 11 – 
Oct 10 

500  
cow/calf 

Deferred 
Rotation   7,365   5,735 

Allotment 
Name Type Current 

Season 
Permitted 
Numbers 

Management 
System 

Acres in 
Wilderness 

Capable 
Acres in 

Wilderness 

Blackrock C&H June 21 –  
Sept 30 

122  
cow/calf 

Deferred 
Rotation 23,674 13,564 

Tom Plain C&H June 11 – 
Oct 10 

500  
cow/calf 

Deferred 
Rotation 3,218 2,311 

Treasure Hill C&H June 16 – 
Oct 15 

415  
cow/calf 

Deferred 
Rotation 13,117 9,534 
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3.7.3. Desired Condition 
The Humboldt National Forest Plan provides the following direction for management of 
wilderness areas: 

• Congress has directed the Forest Service to administer National Forest System lands for 
multiple-use purposes.  These purposes have been stated in the Organic Administration 
Act, Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act, Wilderness Act, Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and 
other legislation and Executive Orders (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-85). 

The Forest has developed scorecards (appendix A), referred to as the Matrices, that define 
specific standards for vegetation condition.  For each vegetation community, the Matrices include 
measurable attributes regarding ecosystem health.  The attributes included in the functioning 
condition category are the desired conditions for the project area.  

3.7.4. Environmental Consequences  
About 78,910 acres in the Grant Quinn and 166,369 acres in the White Pine Management areas 
are designated wilderness; all are under permit for some type of livestock grazing.  The Cherry 
Creek and South Fork Cotton Creek trailheads directly access the areas where livestock grazing 
occurs.  Depending on where visitors to the wilderness enter and where and when they intend to 
travel, they may or may not see or encounter livestock in the wilderness.  In areas where livestock 
grazing occurs, the wilderness visitor sees evidence of livestock use. 

The direct or indirect effect of livestock grazing on the wilderness experience of visitors and 
others is dependent on each visitor’s own perspective and reasons for entering the wilderness.  To 
some, seeing a herd of sheep or group of cattle in a wilderness meadow might be a direct negative 
effect, to others it might not be an effect at all.  To some, moving cow pies from a camping spot 
or finding another spot to avoid one that has been used by cattle for shade indirectly affects their 
wilderness experience.  Others may not see the effect at all or might just consider it part of their 
experience and adapt to the situation.  Placing a positive or negative value on one type of 
wilderness experience or another is a deeply personal exercise that is outside the scope of this 
analysis. 

Due to its large size, many portals, and inconsistent use of trailhead registers (by the public) at 
wilderness portals, Ely Ranger District visitor use data is scant.  However, wilderness ranger field 
observations indicate that use is low.  This distribution of wilderness visitors is due, in part, to the 
poor condition of roads that access other portions of the wilderness, but also due (in large part) to 
the landscape. 

As mentioned earlier, wilderness experience is a highly personal value.  Quantifying the effects of 
management actions on qualitative values is difficult.  Since the relative use of the Ely Ranger 
District wilderness is low, and most of that use occurs in areas not currently under grazing 
permits, the effects to the wilderness experience are minor.  To determine the effect of the 
alternatives on the character of the seven wilderness areas in the project area, this section will 
examine the following qualities or attributes generally associated with the character of a 
wilderness. 

Untrammeled 

The untrammeled quality considers modern human activities that directly control or manipulate 
the components or processes of ecological systems inside wilderness.  This quality considers 
actions that seek to hinder, manipulate, or control the long-term natural ecological processes of 
the area.  Examples of actions that could affect the untrammeled quality of an area include water 
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diversion systems, vegetation treatments, and non-native plant species.  The action alternatives in 
this project would authorize livestock to continue grazing a portion of the naturally occurring 
vegetation at levels and in such a manner that should not hinder, manipulate, or control the 
natural processes of the project area.  Other than the developments discussed below under the 
Undeveloped quality, these wildernesses are substantially free from modern human activity to 
hinder, manipulate, or control the long-term natural ecological processes in this area.  

Natural 

The natural quality considers both intended and unintended effects of modern people on 
ecological systems inside wilderness since designation.  Livestock grazing can affect the natural 
appearance and ecological systems of an area through the removal or trampling of vegetation, 
compaction of soil in concentrated use areas, unintended spread of invasive plant species, and 
deposition of feces.  Livestock grazing can also have impacts on water quality and wildlife.  

Grazing can affect soils through compaction, which can lead to an increase in the runoff peak, 
cause greater surface and bank erosion than on non-grazed soils, and affect plant species 
composition.  Hoof action can be damaging around meadows, seeps, and springs by shearing the 
protective sod mat, which can lead to rill and gully formation.  Hoof action can also break up 
microbiotic crusts, which can influence water infiltration, runoff, and soil moisture.  Grazing can 
remove vegetation and litter cover that protects the soil surface from raindrop impact, slows 
runoff, and enhances infiltration, which can reduce soil fertility and structure and increase 
erosion. 

Grazing can affect water quality by increasing bacteria levels from livestock urine and fecal 
wastes.  Turbidity and sedimentation can be increased due to soil disturbance and vegetation loss 
along streambanks.  Higher water temperatures can be caused due to increased width to depth 
ratios and loss of shade producing vegetation along stream banks.  Dissolved oxygen can be 
reduced due to increased aquatic plant growth (algae) and higher water temperatures.  Nutrients 
(such as nitrates) can be increased from livestock urine and fecal wastes. 

Livestock grazing can affect the composition, structure, and health of various vegetative 
communities in the project area.  Livestock grazing can affect riparian areas by compacting soil 
and weakening desirable grass species.  Heavy grazing by wild ungulates (e.g., deer and elk) and 
livestock can hinder aspen regeneration and induce changes in the understory species composition 
in aspen stands.  Livestock grazing can affect upland vegetation by trampling on specific plants or 
removing too much of the plant too often.  Over time, these impacts can weaken desirable species 
and create an opportunity for less desirable, more adaptable species to establish in the area.   

The project area has suitable habitat for many wildlife species, including desert bighorn sheep, 
flammulated owl, greater sage-grouse, northern goshawk, peregrine falcon, pygmy rabbit, 
Townsend’s western big-eared bat, spotted bat, trout, mule deer, migratory birds, and Rocky 
Mountain elk.  Livestock grazing can impact wildlife through competition for forage, trampling 
on burrows and nests, and alteration of the habitat needed by a species or its prey.  Trout habitat 
can be reduced by concentrations of livestock in riparian areas, which can cause alteration of the 
riparian area, such as loss of undercut banks and other cover, exposed stream channels, increased 
silt loads, and wider and shallower streams that ultimately cause elevated water temperatures 
during the summer and colder temperatures during the winter. 

Additional information on effects of livestock grazing on these resources can be found in the 
Geology and Soils, Water Quality, Vegetation, Sensitive Plants, and Wildlife sections of this 
document.   
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Undeveloped 

The undeveloped quality considers the presence of structures, construction, habitations, and other 
evidence of modern human presence or occupation.  In summary, wilderness is essentially 
without permanent improvements or modern human occupation.  To facilitate the movement and 
distribution of livestock, fences and water developments have been constructed.  The existing 
developments and evidence of modern human presence are discussed, by wilderness, above in the 
Affected Environment section. 

Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude 

This quality considers conditions that affect the opportunity for people to experience solitude in a 
wilderness setting.  Key factors for this quality are opportunities for isolation from the sights and 
sounds of management activities inside wilderness and the presence of others.  These 
wildernesses and many other eastern Nevada wildernesses are some of the more wild 
wildernesses in existence.  Meeting other people is rare and solitude is plentiful.  There are ample 
opportunities for the challenge of dealing with wild untamed steep rocky country with extremely 
limited opportunities for rescue. 

Domestic livestock grazing can have a variety of impacts on opportunities to experience solitude.  
Livestock make noise, defecate, urinate, and congregate in areas preferred by people, including 
riparian areas.  These impacts are greater near riparian areas.  The sight, smell, and sounds of 
livestock typically overlap with the primary season of human visitation.  Maintenance of range 
developments and efforts to move livestock require livestock managers to visit the allotments, 
typically on horseback and using non-motorized equipment.  Recreationists encountering these 
managers may perceive that their solitude has been disrupted. 

Outstanding Opportunities for Primitive Recreation 

This quality considers experiences that allow visitors to feel a part of nature, with a high degree 
of challenge and reliance on outdoor skills rather than facilities.  This quality monitors conditions 
that affect the opportunity for people to experience primitive, unconfined recreation in a 
wilderness setting.  Livestock are sometimes credited with creating cross-country trails or 
keeping historic trails open.  Some visitors may perceive that cattle use reduces the physical and 
mental challenge of hiking a primitive/overgrown trail.   

Special Features 

This attribute recognizes that a wilderness may contain other values of ecological, geologic, 
scientific, educational, scenic, or cultural significance.  Unique fish and wildlife species, unique 
plants or plant communities, potential or existing research natural areas, outstanding landscape 
features, and significant cultural resource sites are considered the types of values that might exist 
in these wildernesses.  The presence of these values, if any, has been identified by wilderness 
above in the Affected Environment section.  

Given the close proximity of these wildernesses to one another, it is understandable that, in many 
ways, they have similar wilderness qualities and attributes.  It is also understandable that the 
effects of the alternatives to these shared wilderness qualities and attributes would be similar.  
Where appropriate, the following section considers those shared qualities and attributes as a 
group when discussing the effects of the alternatives.  Where a particular wilderness has a unique 
quality or attribute, it will be specifically acknowledged and analyzed. 
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3.7.4.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

The effects of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) on the qualities and attributes of the wilderness 
areas in the analysis area are discussed below.  Application of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
proper use criteria with an increased emphasis on annual monitoring would result in reduced 
impacts, as compared to current conditions, to the wilderness qualities of the Bald Mountain, 
Currant Mountain, Red Mountain, Shellback, and White Pine Range wilderness areas (table 9).  
Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin 
Canyon allotments under this alternative, there would be no or very little direct or indirect effects 
on the Grant Range and Quinn Canyon wilderness areas.   

Untrammeled 

Other than the developments discussed below under the Undeveloped quality, the wildernesses in 
the project area would be substantially free from modern human activity to control or manipulate 
the components or processes of ecological systems (activities that affect the untrammeled quality 
of a wilderness) under any of the alternatives considered for this project.  Both of the action 
alternatives in this project would authorize livestock to graze a portion of the naturally occurring 
vegetation at levels and in such a manner that should not hinder, manipulate, or control the 
vegetation or other components of the natural processes of the project area.  As discussed below 
in the discussion on the Natural quality, livestock grazing has the potential to alter conditions 
away from what one would otherwise consider as natural.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would 
reauthorize the Troy Mountain Allotment.  Actual usage of the portion of this wilderness in the 
Troy Mountain Allotment under the recent temporary grazing permits has been very light due to 
the steep topography and dense pinyon-juniper woodlands in the wilderness.  While the 
authorized activities under the action alternatives may alter the natural appearance of some 
portions of the project area, no alternative in this project proposes actions, such as seedings or 
brush mowing, which would hinder, manipulate, or control the long-term natural ecological 
processes in the area.  The untrammeled quality of these wildernesses would remain the same as 
it has been over the last 10 to 20 years.  

Natural 

These pre-established maximum utilization levels are designed to maintain and improve 
ecological conditions in the project area.  The lower utilization levels should result in livestock 
remaining in the same place for shorter periods, thereby reducing the effects livestock may have 
on other resources.  This lighter presence in time and place should further reduce the effects to 
water quality, soil resources, and wildlife.  Wildlife would also benefit from design features 
included in this alternative that are associated with sage grouse, pygmy rabbits, flammulated 
owls, bats, and species that rely on riparian and aspen vegetation communities.  By maintaining 
or moving the land within these wildernesses towards functioning condition, the risk that noxious 
and/or invasive weeds would find a competitive advantage over native species is reduced.  
However, permitted livestock would continue to make noise and leave waste material on site at or 
near current levels.  The natural processes in these wilderness areas would appear less altered by 
the impacts of livestock grazing under this alternative than current conditions. 

Undeveloped 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) does not propose to add to or remove any of the existing 
developments in these wilderness areas.  Existing developments, which include 23 miles of fence 
and 21 water developments, would continue to be used.  Concentrated use around these 
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developments could continue to impact up to 121 acres (or 0.005 percent) of these wilderness 
areas.  

Table 68:  Range Developments and Concentrated Use Areas by Wilderness.   

For this wilderness quality, Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would have a stable effect.  The 
undeveloped quality of these wildernesses would remain the same as it has over the last 10 to 20 
years.  Should additional range developments be desired in the future, they would have to 
undergo an environmental analysis (NEPA) and be consistent with the Wilderness Act and the 
directives and Congressional guidelines incorporated into Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2323.2 – 
Management of Range (USDA FS 2007a).   

Outstanding Opportunity for Solitude 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), management adjustments to utilization levels would be 
made based on the ecological conditions in the allotments in the project area.  Lower utilization 
levels may result in fewer numbers of livestock to maintain the same season of use, a shorter 
season of use to retain the same number of livestock, or greater efforts from the permittee to 
increase the distribution of the livestock across the allotment.  If the numbers of livestock are 
reduced or the season shortened, opportunities for solitude may be increased over their current 
levels because the sights and sounds associated with livestock would be decreased.  However, if a 
permittee chooses to encourage better distribution of the livestock, those efforts (herding, salting, 
placement/repair of off-stream water sources) could produce sights, sounds, and encounters that 
reduce opportunities for solitude.   

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) may impact opportunities in the Grant Range Wilderness by 
authorizing grazing to continue in the Troy Mountain Allotment.  Actual usage of the wilderness 
portion of the Troy Mountain Allotment has been very light due to the steep topography and 
dense pinyon-juniper woodlands in the wilderness.  The corresponding impacts to opportunities 
for solitude in the Grant Range Wilderness would also be light. 

Outstanding Opportunities for Primitive Recreation 

Under this Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), management adjustments to utilization levels would 
be made based on the ecological conditions in the allotments in the project area.  Lower 
utilization levels may result in fewer numbers of livestock to maintain the same season of use, a 
shorter season of use to retain the same number of livestock, or greater efforts from the permittee 
to increase the distribution of the livestock across the allotment.  If the numbers of livestock are 
reduced or the season shortened, opportunities for primitive recreation may be increased over 
their current levels.  Efforts to encourage better distribution of the livestock through efforts such 
as herding, salting, and placement/repair of off-stream water sources could also improve 
opportunities for primitive recreation.  Better distribution could also result in livestock remaining 

Wilderness Total Acres Miles of 
Fence 

Water 
Developments 

Acres of 
Concentrated Use 

Bald Mountain 22,366 8.23 2 20.0 
Currant Mountain 47,357 1.59 0   1.9 
Grant Range 52,600 1.56 3   1.9 
Quinn Canyon 26,310 0.00 0   0.0 
Red Mountain 20,490 3.72 0   4.5 
Shellback 36,143 7.97 9 54.7 
White Pine Range 40,013 2.82 7 38.4 
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in riparian areas for shorter periods of time, thereby reducing the effects to primitive recreation in 
those areas.  

Special Features 

Sensitive plants, if they exist in the project area, would benefit from a design feature that limits 
concentrated livestock use within 0.25 miles of known sensitive and rare plant locations.  
Maximum utilization in the uplands would be lower than the levels currently allowed and 
additional management adjustments to utilization levels would be made if the allotment is not in 
functioning condition.  By moving more areas toward functioning condition, this alternative 
would provide additional suitable habitat for these plants as compared to current conditions.   

The Grant Range Wilderness contains the Troy Peak RNA, which was designated to preserve and 
maintain in an undisturbed condition the terrestrial and aquatic features of the site, along with the 
natural processes native to this ecosystem.  The principal biotic features of the RNA are extensive 
stands of bristlecone pine and limber pine on the northern, southern, and eastern portions of the 
area, stands of Rocky Mountain white fir on the western flank, and an impressive ridge of rock 
outcrop through the center.  The rock barrens are habitat for three sensitive species.  This 
wilderness and RNA are also home to a herd of desert bighorn sheep. 

Bonneville cutthroat trout (BCT), a Region 4 sensitive species, were transplanted in Deep Creek 
in the Big Creek Allotment in 1999.  The upper reaches of Deep Creek are in the Quinn Canyon 
Wilderness.  Under all alternatives, this allotment is to remain vacant.  Therefore, the 
improvement to occupied BCT habitat should be similar under all alternatives, enhancing this 
special feature of the Quinn Canyon Wilderness. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), the qualities and attributes of the seven wilderness areas 
in the analysis area are likely to remain stable, and in some cases would improve, compared to 
existing conditions.  Other past, present and reasonable foreseeable activities that would continue 
to have the potential to impact the analysis area are discussed in appendix H.  Of those activities, 
mineral exploration, estray livestock, wild horses, and recreation are likely to have the impacts to 
the wilderness attributes and qualities in the analysis area. 

Mining and mineral exploration activities occurred in the past and currently contribute to many 
visitors’ experiences related to the historical aspect of the activities.  Currently, there is limited 
activity in the analysis area.  Exploration in the designated wilderness areas is limited to existing 
valid rights.  There is potential for future oil and gas exploration adjacent to the Grant Range, 
Quinn Canyon, and Currant Mountain wilderness areas.  Roads and pads associated with these 
activities may affect the visual quality of the area.  Should additional mineral exploration be 
desired in the future, the project would have to undergo an environmental analysis (NEPA) and 
be consistent with the Wilderness Act.   

Estray livestock and wild horses have the potential to affect wilderness attributes and qualities in 
the same manner as permitted livestock.  These animals would continue to inhabit and graze in 
the analysis area year round, which would continue to contribute to the existing conditions in the 
Blackrock, Tom Plain, Treasure Hill allotments, and the allotments in the southern portion of the 
Grant-Quinn Range.  If the efforts to remove the estray livestock and reduce wild horse 
populations to desired levels are successful, the impacts associated with their occupancy of the 
analysis area would be reduced accordingly. 

Wilderness experience and recreation activities, such as camping, hiking, and hunting have not 
historically been a major factor in the condition of resources across the analysis area.  However, 
some recreation activities have occurred, and where dispersed campsites occur impacts have 
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affected soil, vegetation, wildlife distribution, and water quality.  This disturbance is most 
obvious in the major drainages where dispersed and developed campsites are located adjacent to 
rivers and streams within the riparian area.  Off highway vehicles, hunting, or other activities may 
also influence or affect the experiences of other users.  Roads and trails may detract from 
people’s wilderness experience in more remote locations.  Recreational use of the Grant-Quinn 
Range, and the impacts associated with that use, is expected to increase in the future. 

Considering the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, the qualities and attributes of the seven 
wilderness areas in the analysis area are likely to remain stable, and in some cases would 
improve, compared to existing conditions.  Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), livestock 
grazing would not affect several of the qualities and attributes and would decrease the effects on 
the other qualities and attributes.  As the impacts from livestock grazing diminish, there would be 
a corresponding reduction in the overall cumulative effects to wilderness qualities and attributes.   

3.7.4.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

The effects of Alternative 2 (Current Management) on the qualities and attributes of the 
wilderness areas in the analysis area are discussed below.  On most of the allotments, livestock 
have been grazing this area at current levels or greater intensity for around 100 years.  Because 
livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or 
Troy Mountain allotments under this alternative, there would be no or very little direct or indirect 
effects on the Grant Range and Quinn Canyon wilderness areas.  The relationship of these 
impacts to specific wilderness qualities is discussed below.   

Untrammeled 

Other than the developments discussed below under the Undeveloped quality, these wildernesses 
would be substantially free from modern human activity to control or manipulate the components 
or processes of ecological systems under any of the alternatives considered for this project.  Like 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), Alternative 2 (Current Management) would authorize livestock 
to graze a portion of the naturally occurring vegetation at levels and in such a manner that should 
not hinder, manipulate, or control the vegetation or other components of the natural processes of 
the project area.  As discussed below in the discussion on the Natural quality, livestock grazing 
has the potential to alter conditions away from what one would otherwise consider as natural.  
While the authorized activities under the action alternatives may alter the natural appearance of 
some portions of the project area, no alternative in this project proposes actions, such as seedings 
or brush mowing that would hinder, manipulate, or control the long-term natural ecological 
processes in the area.  The untrammeled quality of these wildernesses would remain the same as 
it has been over the last 10 to 20 years.  

Natural 

The impacts to the natural appearance of vegetation, soils, water quality, and wildlife would not 
reflect a change from recent years.  The Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, and Irwin Canyon allotments 
would remain vacant and the Troy Mountain Allotment would remain closed.  Accordingly, this 
alternative would not impact the portions of the Grant Range and Quinn Canyon Wilderness areas 
that lie within these four allotments. 

The amount of vegetation removed by permitted livestock is expected to remain at the same 
levels.  Depending on the utilization levels that are authorized and current conditions, vegetation 
conditions are expected to remain stable, or improve.  Vegetation conditions could decline if 
appropriate adjustments are not implemented in a timely fashion.   
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Soil resources would continue to be affected by compaction, damage from cattle hooves, and the 
reduction of litter cover, but not at levels that would affect or limit long-term productivity.  Soil 
conditions are expected to remain static under this alternative.  Soil conditions could decline if 
appropriate adjustments are not implemented in a timely fashion.   

Water quality would continue to be affected by loss of ground cover from grazing, trailing, and 
trampling.  Streambank stability would continue to be affected by bank trampling and altering 
riparian vegetation composition.  Impacts to water quality and drainages would also remain the 
same.  Water quality is expected to remain unchanged, recover at the current rate, or degrade 
further if allotments are improperly managed or occurrences of trespass remain unchanged.   

Wildlife habitat would continue to be affected by forage competition and impacts to vegetation 
structure.  Wildlife habitat is expected to remain unchanged, recover at the current rate, or 
degrade further if allotments are improperly managed.   

In addition to the general effects livestock grazing can have on the naturalness of an area, 
permitted livestock are also known to congregate around developments and riparian areas.  These 
areas generally have more vegetation removed than uplands, and because livestock spend more 
time there, trampling, soil compaction, and feces deposition is generally higher in these areas.  
Vegetation removal, trampling, and soil compaction can lead to greater areas of bare ground, 
which can affect the appearance of naturalness in an area.  In addition to degrading conditions in 
this manner, livestock can increase the spread of noxious and invasive weeds by transporting 
seeds into these areas.  Livestock also make noise that can be considered contrary to a natural 
experience. 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the effects to the natural quality of these wilderness 
areas would remain the same as they have been over the last 10 to 20 years.  Of the three 
alternatives, this alternative has the greatest impact to the natural quality on the Bald Mountain, 
Currant Mountain, Grant Range, Red Mountain, Shellback, and White Pine Range wilderness 
areas. 

Undeveloped 

Alternative 2 (Current Management), like Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), does not propose to 
add to or remove any of the existing developments in these wildernesses.  The existing 
developments, which include 24 miles of fence and 18 water developments, would continue to be 
used (see table 68).  Concentrated use around these developments could continue to impact up to 
120 acres (or 0.005 percent) of these wilderness areas.  

For this wilderness quality, Alternative 2 (Current Management) would have the same, stable 
effect.  The undeveloped quality of these wildernesses would remain the same as it has over the 
last 10 to 20 years.  Should additional range developments be desired in the future, they would 
have to undergo an environmental analysis (NEPA) and be consistent with the Wilderness Act 
and the directives and Congressional guidelines incorporated into FSM 2323.2 – Management of 
Range (USDA FS 2007a). 

Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), management would continue as it has over the last 
10 to 20 years.  Permitted livestock would continue to make noise and congregate in areas that are 
also preferred by people, including riparian areas.  Solitude seekers would have to find areas 
inaccessible by permitted livestock (steeper areas and greater distances from riparian areas).  For 
most of the wilderness areas, the opportunities for solitude would remain unchanged.  The effects 
to this wilderness quality from this alternative would be similar to Alternative 1 (Proposed 



Ely Westside Rangeland Project Draft Supplement to the 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement 
 

324   Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 

Action).  For the Grant Range Wilderness, opportunities for solitude may increase slightly 
because the Troy Mountain Allotment would remain closed to grazing.   

Outstanding Opportunities for Primitive Recreation 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), management would continue as it has over the last 
10 to 20 years.  Permitted livestock would continue to make noise, congregate around people, and 
leave waste material on site.  Impacts to dispersed recreation and trails would continue at their 
current levels.  Livestock would continue to impact trails by clearing vegetation and damaging 
trail surfaces.  The opportunities for primitive recreation would remain unchanged from recent 
years or from the time of designation.  The effects to this wilderness quality from Alternative 2 
(Current Management) would be similar to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action). 

Special Features 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), management would continue as it has over the last 
10 to 20 years.  Habitat for sensitive plants is expected to remain stable in areas that are in 
functioning condition.  If the habitat is in functioning-at-risk condition, then the habitat condition 
could decline if current use levels continue. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the impact to wilderness resources is likely to remain 
stable.  Like Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), Alternative 2 (Current Management) would 
improve wilderness resources if appropriate adjustments are made to grazing management.  The 
impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on wilderness resources are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action).  The cumulative effects under this alternative to most of the allotments would be similar 
to those described under Alternative 1, but slightly greater overall because Alternative 2 (Current 
Management) allows greater impacts to the natural quality of these wilderness areas.   

3.7.4.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under this alternative, domestic livestock would no longer have access to any of the seven 
wildernesses in the project area.  Existing improvements that are no longer functional or needed, 
including interior fences, cattleguards, and water developments, would be removed over time as 
allowed by funding and management priorities.  The effects to specific wilderness qualities 
caused by the removal of livestock grazing are discussed below.   

Untrammeled 

No alternative in this project proposes actions, such as seedings or brush mowing that would 
hinder, manipulate, or control the long-term natural ecological processes in the area.  The 
untrammeled quality of these wildernesses would remain the same as it has been over the last 10 
to 20 years. 

Natural 

Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the most 
improvement to the natural quality of these wilderness areas in the shortest timeframe.  Over 
time, the natural quality would eventually be greater than when these wilderness areas were 
designated in 1989 and 2006 and since the introduction of domestic livestock grazing to the area 
in the late 1800s. 
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Undeveloped 

Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the most 
improvement to the undeveloped quality of these wilderness areas.  Under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing), no additional range developments would be constructed and existing 
structures would be removed over time.  As the developments were removed and natural 
ecological processes recover the formerly developed areas, the evidence of modern human 
presence would diminish and eventually disappear.  As that evidence disappears, the undeveloped 
quality of these wilderness areas would improve.  Furthermore, over time the undeveloped quality 
would eventually be greater than when these wilderness areas were designated in 1989 and 2006 
and since the introduction of domestic livestock grazing to the area in the late 1800s. 

Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude 

Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) offers the greatest opportunities 
for solitude.  There would be no more sights and sounds associated with livestock or permittees 
managing livestock.  Opportunities for solitude would be greater than when these wilderness 
areas were designated in 1989 and 2006 and since the introduction of domestic livestock grazing 
to the area in the late 1800s. 

Outstanding Opportunities for Primitive Recreation 

Because permitted livestock would no longer create or keep historic trails open, cross-country 
hikers would realize a more primitive experience.  Primitive recreation opportunities should 
improve and be more abundant under this alternative.  Perceptions of recreationists who believe 
that livestock negatively affect their experience would be expected to change.   

The elimination of grazing would improve vegetative vigor and water quality.  This would 
indirectly result in improved dispersed recreation conditions in the near term.  Recreational 
activities, including but not limited to bird watching, fishing, hiking, and horseback riding, may 
be more rewarding as habitat conditions improve for these species.  

Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the most 
improvement to the outstanding opportunities for primitive recreation in the seven wilderness 
areas in the project area.  Furthermore, over time, the opportunities for primitive recreation would 
eventually be greater than when these wilderness areas were designated in 1989 and 2006 and 
since the introduction of domestic livestock grazing to the area in the late 1800s. 

Special Features 

Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the least effects to 
the special features in these wilderness areas.  Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), 
livestock would no longer affect sensitive species and their habitat, which would result in 
improved conditions for these unique ecological values.  The historic impacts of livestock grazing 
would diminish and eventually disappear.  As those impacts disappear, the conditions for these 
unique ecological values of these wilderness areas would continue to improve.  Furthermore, over 
time the effects to special features would eventually be lower than when these wilderness areas 
were designated in 1989 and 2006 and since the introduction of domestic livestock grazing to the 
area in the late 1800s. 

Cumulative Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), direct and indirect effects are expected to be the 
lowest of all the alternatives due to the removal of livestock and livestock related actions from the 
project area.  The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the 
analysis area (appendix H) have on wilderness resources are discussed above in the Cumulative 
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Effects section for Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would 
have the least cumulative effect to wilderness resources.  The greatest change would be seen in 
the natural and outstanding opportunities for solitude attributes.  As discussed in the Soil Quality, 
Water Quality, and Vegetation sections above, natural factors (such as, plant species composition, 
bare ground, water quality, numbers of saplings and suckers) are all expected to improve under 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing).  This improvement would benefit the natural quality of 
the wilderness areas in the analysis area over the short and long-term.  The elimination of 
livestock from all allotments in the project area would remove the sights and sounds of livestock 
and management activities.  Some people seeking opportunities for solitude in these wilderness 
areas would find the removal of these sights and sounds beneficial to their experience.   

3.7.5. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments  
No irreversible or irretrievable commitments would occur as a result of implementation of any of 
the alternatives. 

3.7.6. Forest Plan Consistency  
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes a non-significant Forest Plan amendment to open the 
Troy Mountain Allotment.  With this non-significant Forest Plan amendment in place, all of the 
alternatives would be consistent with the management direction in the Forest Plan for wilderness 
areas. 

3.7.7. Specialist Report  
This EIS hereby incorporates by reference the Wilderness and Inventoried Roadless Area 
Specialist Report in the project record (40 CFR 1502.21).  The Wilderness and Inventoried 
Roadless Area Specialist Report is located in the Wilderness folder of the Resources section of 
the project record and contains the detailed data, methodologies, analyses, conclusions, maps, 
references, and technical documentation that were relied upon to reach the conclusions in this 
EIS. 
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3.8. Cultural Resources 
Cultural resources is a broad term referring to properties and traditional lifeway values resulting 
from human occupation and use.  A cultural resource may be the physical remains of 
archeological, historic, or architectural sites and/or a place of traditional cultural use.  Cultural 
resources in the project area are managed under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 
the National Programmatic Agreement between the Forest Service and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation regarding rangeland management activities (FSM 1539.61), and the Forest 
Plan.  Each of these authorities mandates inventory, evaluation, and protection of cultural 
resources, including project-by-project inventories prior to any ground disturbing activities and 
the avoidance of National Register Eligible archaeological sites as a standard approach to project 
implementation.   

Under the revised regulations to Section 106 of the NHPA (June 1999), coordination and 
consultation with the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and local tribal 
representatives are required.  If site-specific cultural resource surveys identify resources, federal 
law will be followed during the environmental analysis and project implementation.  A 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the Forest Service and the Nevada SHPO, tiered 
on the National Programmatic Agreement between the Forest Service and the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation mentioned above, was developed that defined several strategies to 
address the effects of rangeland management activities on historic properties (USDA FS 1995a).  
The MOU was developed pursuant to Section 800.13 and Section 110 of the NHPA.  
Implementation of this MOU satisfies the Forest’s compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA 
(USDA FS 1995a). 

The cultural resource design feature that is included in both action alternatives requires continued 
implementation of the MOU.  The MOU defined a two-tier strategy to address potential effects to 
historic properties on each forest management unit.  The first strategy is to identify an immediate 
project specific strategy.  This includes an assessment of existing information within the area of 
potential effect.  This information includes identifying the types of undertakings that may be 
affecting historic properties, reviewing existing knowledge of sites that are being impacted, 
conducting field evaluations of potentially impacted sites, and developing a treatment plan to 
address impacts to those sites if necessary. 

The second strategy to the MOU is a long-term ecosystem planning approach to address effects to 
historic properties.  This strategy includes writing an overview that addresses the current and past 
environments, cultures, relationships (between people and plants), and history of the management 
unit.  Additionally, all sites and survey data are to be entered into a geographic information 
system (GIS) format, formulation of a predictive model showing site sensitivity locations as they 
relate to high grazing usage, field testing the model, and development of treatment plans to 
address effects to historic properties that are related to grazing management practices.   

3.8.1. Analysis Area 
The analysis area for the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects is the project area and lands 
immediately adjacent.  A cultural resource may be divided by administrative boundaries, and 
adjacent land may need to be considered in a proper analysis.  Standard practice is to use a buffer 
of one-mile from the project boundary (USDA FS 1995b). 
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Management Direction 
Forest-wide management direction for cultural resources includes the following standards and 
guidelines: 

• A cultural resource inventory will be conducted prior to decision which could have an 
effect on significant sites in areas where previous survey and evaluation have not been 
accomplished.  Resource activities impacting known cultural resources will allow for 
evaluation and, where needed, mitigation of impacts prior to project implementation 
(USDA FS 1986, p. IV 19). 

• All identified cultural resources will be evaluated for National Register eligibility.  To 
achieve programmatic goals forest-wide, priority will be given to sites with known 
National Register potential especially where degradation or other disturbance might 
endanger the integrity of the property (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-21). 

• At the project level, assessment will include effects of proposed undertakings, 
recommendations of feasible alternatives to protect cultural resource values, and input 
into EA/EIS documents (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-21). 

• As appropriate, avoidance, data recovery, or other mitigation practices will be implemented 
when significant cultural resources will be affected by project impacts.  Avoidance may 
necessitate redesign of the project.  Data recovery and mitigation plans will be in 
compliance with applicable laws, regulation, and supplementary Advisory Council 
guidelines (USDA FS 1986, p. IV-22). 

• Continue to gather cultural and historical information (in wilderness areas) (USDA FS 
1986, p. IV-69). 

3.8.2. Current Condition 
Cultural resource inventories for federal undertakings and archaeological research projects have 
taken place within the project area.  A Heritage Resource Overview (Branigan and Whiting 2006) 
was developed for the project area.  From these inventories, an understanding of the nature and 
location of many of the cultural resources in the project area is available for this EIS.  

Branigan and Whiting’s overview (2006) indicates the presence of some cultural sites from the 
Paleoindian and Early Archaic period and a higher rate of cultural resources from the more recent 
Late Archaic period.  Some of these prehistoric cultural resources include artifact scatters (lithic, 
ground stone, fire-altered rock, and ceramics), open campsites, rock shelters, habitation sites, 
stone circles, lithic sources/quarries, and rock art sites.   

Most of the prehistoric cultural resources are isolated finds and lithic scatters.  For instance, in the 
White Pine Range, 209 (71 percent) of the 296 recorded prehistoric cultural resources are 
identified as isolated finds or lithic scatters.  The number is smaller in the Grant-Quinn Range, 
where about 20 (43 percent) of the 46 prehistoric cultural resources recorded are identified as 
isolated finds or lithic scatters.  Although many sites have not been reviewed for their eligibility 
to the National Register of Historic Places, some could have subsurface deposits and/or have 
potential to yield important information in prehistory making them eligible.  

Cultural resources from the historic period are also located in the analysis area.  Although, many 
have not been formally recorded, these historic resources are associated with mining (especially 
around the White Pine Mining District), exploration, ranching/farming, transportation, 
communication, and Civilian Conservation Corps projects.  On the White Pine Management 
Area, 63 historic resources have been recorded.  Of these sites, 24 are isolated finds (38 percent), 
and 24 (38 percent) are associated with mining activities.  In the Grant-Quinn Management Area, 
only five historic resources have been recorded with one recorded historic isolated find. 
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As part of the preparation of the Ely Westside Rangeland Project environmental analysis, the 
Forest has taken the steps required under the 1995 MOU with SHPO.  A GIS Cultural Predictive 
Model was created for the White Pine Range in 2006.  In 2010, a preliminary model for the 
Grant-Quinn Management Area was created.  Due to relatively few known archaeological sites in 
the area, systematic testing was required before any real analysis could occur.  Field surveys were 
conducted in 2006 and 2010.  Sites that were identified by these surveys were evaluated for 
eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  If a site was found to be eligible 
for listing and livestock grazing was or had the potential to impact the site, recommendations 
were developed to alter livestock management to protect the site.  These recommendations have 
been forwarded to and accepted by SHPO.   

3.8.3. Desired Condition 
The Forest Plan provides the following direction for management of cultural resources (which the 
Forest Plan refers to as cultural resources): 

• Identify and protect, interpret and manage significant cultural resources (USDA FS 1986, 
p. IV-3). 

The FSM provides the following policy for management of cultural resources (which the Manual 
refers to as cultural resources): 

• Evaluate cultural resources to determine their scientific, historical and/or cultural values; 
eligibility for inclusion on the National Register; and potential for National Historic 
Landmark Status or other special designations (USDA FSM 2008, 2363.02). 

• Fully integrate opportunities for preservation, protection, and utilization of cultural 
resources into land use planning and decisions (USDA FSM 2008, 2360.3). 

The Forest has developed scorecards (appendix A), referred to as the Matrices, that define 
specific standards for vegetation condition.  For each vegetation community, the Matrices include 
measurable attributes regarding ecosystem health.  The attributes included in the functioning 
condition category are the desired conditions for the project area.  As discussed below, vegetation 
communities that are in functioning condition provide protection for cultural resources. 

3.8.4. Environmental Consequences  
In general, actions which effect vegetation, soil stability, erosion, and ground cover can be said to 
impact cultural resources.  Adverse effects to cultural resources can be expected from grazing 
livestock on the landscape under either of the action alternatives for this project.  Common effects 
include trampling, artifact breakage, soil compaction, destabilization of stream banks, and 
increased erosion due to reduced ground cover.  These impacts began around 100 years ago when 
domestic livestock grazing was introduced to the project area and would continue to some degree 
under either of the action alternatives.  These effects may impact recorded sites and sites that 
have not yet been discovered and recorded.   

Trampling  

While moving about the range in search of forage, livestock trample on exposed surface 
archaeological material.  Archaeological remains depend, in some degree, upon depositional 
context for their significance.  Experiment evidence (US Army Corps of Engineers 1990) shows 
that livestock trampling displaces both horizontally across the ground surface and vertically in 
certain soil conditions (e.g., wet or damp soils adjacent to springs).  In the latter instance, 
archaeological materials may come to occupy subsurface locations deeper or shallower than 
originally deposited.  This kind of displacement makes interpreting the formation processes of the 
sites more difficult and sometimes impossible.  If on a slope, cattle have the capability of moving 
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the artifacts downhill by kicking clumps of dirt.  They can move the artifact away from the site 
altogether by carrying artifacts within the mud on their hooves.   

Artifact Breakage  

Other experimental evidence (US Army Corps of Engineers 1990) indicates that one of the effects 
expected from livestock grazing is the breakage of artifacts exposed on the surface.  This 
breakage may be in the form of edge damage to artifacts, which can make the interpretation of 
technological processes used in the manufacture of the artifacts difficult or impossible.  Trained 
lithic analysts are often unable to determine if certain kinds of edge wear evident on artifacts are 
the result of prehistoric use, purposeful human modification during manufacture, or accidental 
flaking due to impact from livestock hooves, which weakens the scientific interpretation of 
artifacts.  

Artifacts may also be broken in two or more pieces after being stepped on by livestock.  This type 
of breakage separates portions of artifacts critical for age dating and morphological typing (e.g., 
projectile point bases) from the remainder of the artifact.  

Soil Compaction  

Soil compaction caused by livestock trampling can result in an adverse effect to subsurface 
archaeological remains, as well as contributing to exposure and accelerated erosion.  In addition 
to the horizontal and vertical displacement of artifacts discussed above, this kind of disturbance 
can impair the stratigraphic interpretation of soils critical to understanding site formation, site 
function, and scientific importance.  Soil compaction seems to be a greater concern in damp or 
wet areas than in dry soils (US Army Corps of Engineers 1990). 

Reduced Ground Cover  

Areas that are overgrazed to the point of removing or seriously depleting vegetation may increase 
the potential for sheet and gully erosion.  Archaeological sites present in these areas are subject to 
damage from these erosional processes.  This is most evident around springs, meadows, and other 
riparian areas where cattle tend to concentrate.   

Destabilization of Stream Banks  

Riparian areas of streams tend to be high probability areas for the occurrence of archaeological 
sites.  These sites often occupy terraces adjacent to the streambed.  If livestock use results in 
shearing and collapsing of stream banks, this would adversely impact archaeological sites present 
on the terrace.  Cultural resources in these sites may become exposed and may be impacted or 
removed from the site by natural processes, livestock, or people.  

Over 40 percent of the project area is capable of supporting livestock grazing and has been grazed 
for over the last 100 years.  In these areas, it is likely that archaeological sites have been impacted 
by grazing, though the extent of that impact would vary depending on local conditions.  
Archaeological sites in remote areas and on terrain unsuitable to grazing would not be impacted 
by livestock grazing, but would still be affected by natural processes.  Sites located in areas with 
little or no livestock grazing retain better surface and subsurface integrity, as compared to sites in 
areas that are grazed.  Grazing by livestock exacerbates natural processes which impact 
archaeological sites (US Army Corps of Engineers 1990).  Additionally, archaeological sites with 
intact subsurface remains are important for their scientific information.  These subsurface 
archaeological materials would not have been affected by grazing except in areas with specific 
types of soils or soil conditions.  For example, archaeological sites located in wet or damp areas 
are likely to have been impacted adversely by livestock trampling (US Army Corps of Engineers 
1990).  A primary goal of the MOU between Nevada SHPO and the Forest Service is to identify 
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and evaluate the effects of livestock grazing on cultural resources, through comparisons with sites 
located in areas not grazed by livestock (USDA FS 1995a). 

3.8.4.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would manage livestock grazing in a manner that is favorable to 
the protection and preservation of cultural resources.  The end of growing season utilization 
levels proposed under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would result in improved vegetation 
conditions, reduced soil erosion, trampling and compaction, and improved streambank stability.  
These vegetation improvements would be most evident around springs, meadows and other 
riparian areas, which are also areas of high concentrations of cultural sites.   

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would protect potentially eligible cultural sites by requiring that 
activities that concentrate livestock use (salt blocks, watering sources, or other range 
supplements) be placed to avoid these sites.  With these improved conditions, cultural sites should 
be less exposed, which should reduce artifact breakage and improve concealment.  Conditions 
under this alternative would make cultural sites less vulnerable to looting and illegal collection.  
Efforts to distribute livestock to use forage over a greater area would spread some of the impacts 
of grazing (artifact breakage, soil compaction) over a larger area than the current condition.  
Recommendations in the AOIs for allotments ensure that sites identified through the process 
required under the 1995 MOU with SHPO are protected from livestock grazing activities.  
Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin 
Canyon allotments under this alternative, there would be no direct or indirect effects in these 
allotments.   

Cumulative Effects 

Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities occurring in the analysis area (appendix 
H) that could affect these factors include mineral exploration, road construction, recreation 
development, fuels reduction, or special use applications.  These activities are not covered under 
the rangeland MOU and would require review under the Section 106 process to determine the 
potential effects from the individual proposed actions on any historic properties located in their 
area of potential effect.  These activities would be reviewed by the Nevada SHPO on a project 
specific level and alterations to the project to limit impacts to affected properties would be made 
as appropriate in consultation with the SHPO.  Following this process should eliminate impacts 
from planned activities on cultural resources.   

Some ongoing activities, such as range developments and roads, trails, and vehicle use, in the 
analysis area began before passage of the NHPA in 1966.  Some existing range developments 
(watering sites, fences) have been placed too close to spring sites, where cultural resources often 
occur.  Spring protection fences have often been too small and/or are in disrepair resulting in 
livestock impacts in the spring area and on cultural sites.  These livestock improvements create 
concentration areas that often result in considerable trampling, artifact breakage, and soil 
compaction.  These impacts would be managed through the same processes outlined in the MOU.  
Not all range developments were surveyed, and a probabilistic model was used to determine 
impacts elsewhere; thus, the continued use of livestock improvements could result in addition 
damage to some sites.  All new livestock improvements are managed under the Section 106 
process.  

Existing roads provide access to range developments, which may be located near sensitive 
cultural resources.  These roads can pass through cultural resources.  Use and maintenance of the 
road would impact any cultural resources they cross.  The roads used to develop and maintain 
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range developments provide opportunities for increased visitation to sensitive archaeological 
sites.  Grazing decreases ground cover, especially near range developments, which increases the 
visibility of cultural resources.  Looting and vandalism are well documented impacts to cultural 
resources.  Artifacts from these sites are more likely to be looted or vandalized by humans, 
because of this increased access and increased visibility. 

3.8.4.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), the maximum utilization rates could be allowed up to 
65 percent on upland grasses and 50 percent on upland shrub species.  Higher utilization levels 
would allow livestock to remain in one area for longer periods of time than under Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action).  Therefore, Alternative 2 (Current Management) has higher potential when 
compared to Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) for adverse impacts on known and unknown 
historic and prehistoric resources.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in the Big 
Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon allotments under this alternative and the Troy Mountain 
Allotment would remain closed, the direct or indirect effects to soil resources in these four 
allotments would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No 
Action/No Grazing).   

Compared to the other alternatives, this additional time on the range could lead to greater artifact 
breakage, soil compaction, and streambank destabilization in areas identified in the predictive 
model as having both high site density and high livestock usage, sites impacted by trampling, 
erosion, vertical and horizontal artifact displacement, and artifact breakage.  Although utilization 
at these levels would result in reduced ground cover as compared with the other alternatives, there 
still would be adequate ground cover to protect archeological sites from erosion damage. 

The design features described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would also be in effect 
under Alternative 2 (Current Management).  These design features ensure that concentrated 
livestock use that can be detrimental to cultural resource would not be located in areas where 
there are sites that are potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  The 
strategies outlined in the MOU would also be in effect. 

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on cultural resources are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action).  The cumulative effects to the cultural resources on the allotments that would be grazed 
would be higher than those described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), because of the 
greater direct and indirect effects under Alternative 2 (Current Management).   

3.8.4.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would be the most favorable with 
regard to the protection and preservation of cultural resources.  While no new impacts from soil 
compaction and artifact breakage would occur, impacts to cultural sites from past grazing 
practices would continue into the future until vegetation conditions recover and limit the exposure 
of cultural sites to erosion and looting.  Ground cover and streambanks would stabilize and 
recover over time.  Sites would continue to degrade naturally.  There would no longer be any 
adverse direct or indirect effects on cultural resources as a result of authorized livestock grazing 
within the project area.   
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Cumulative Effects 

Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) would result in the most 
favorable conditions for the protection and preservation of cultural resources.  The impacts that 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area (appendix H) have 
on cultural resources are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action).  As the impacts 
from livestock grazing diminish, there would be a corresponding reduction in the overall 
cumulative effects on cultural resources.   

3.8.5. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments  
In general, livestock grazing, and the activities associated with livestock grazing, have the 
potential to result in irreversible impacts to cultural resources.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
and Alternative 2 (Current Management) follow the recommendations identified under the MOU 
with Nevada SHPO and include a design feature that would prevent any irreversible commitment 
to cultural resources.  Accordingly, no irreversible or irretrievable commitments would occur as a 
result of any of the alternatives. 

3.8.6. Forest Plan Consistency  
Alternative 1 includes a non-significant Forest Plan amendment to open the Troy Mountain 
Allotment.  With this non-significant Forest Plan amendment in place, all of the alternatives 
would be consistent with the management direction for cultural resources in the Forest Plan. 

3.8.7. Specialist Report  
This EIS hereby incorporates by reference the Heritage Resource Overview and GIS Cultural 
Predictive Models in the project record (40 CFR 1502.21).  These documents are located in the 
Cultural Resources folder of the Resources section of the project record and contain the detailed 
data, methodologies, analyses, conclusions, maps, references, and technical documentation that 
were relied upon to reach the conclusions in this EIS.  Under provisions of the FSM, Freedom of 
Information Act, and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, this information may be 
withheld from disclosure to the public in order to prevent inadvertent or intentional damage to 
cultural resources (USDA FS 2008c). 
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3.9. Socio-economics 
Residents of rural Nevada place a high value on access to National Forest System lands for many 
uses such as recreation, tourism, and commodity production (which includes minerals, forage, 
fuel wood, and hydrocarbons).  These uses help support community economic sustainability.  
Residents also place a high value on their historic roots to the area.  Many residents have ties to 
the land and the role that it has played in their cultural origins.   

Under the Forest Service’s multiple-use mandate, the optimization of economic value from 
national forests is not an objective.  National forests and grasslands provide a variety of benefits 
including wildlife habitat, clean water, and recreation opportunities, as well as commodities such 
as timber and forage.  While numerous attempts have been made to compare the economic value 
of recreational opportunities or ecological services (such as clean water and air) against the values 
of more traditional commodity outputs (such as timber or livestock), the results of such 
comparisons remain ambiguous.  If national forest managers are to optimize a specific multiple 
use, it must be a model of stewardship that demonstrates how humans can manage large 
landscapes for the sustainable output of economic value and ecological values unimpaired for 
future generations. 

3.9.1. Analysis Area 
The analysis area for the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to socio-economics is Lincoln, 
Nye, and White Pine counties.  This area was chosen because livestock grazing in the Ely Ranger 
District has social and economic influences that extend outside the project area.  This is a result of 
the location of the project area and the various communities that surround and serve the ranching 
industry.  Social and economic influences of livestock management affect these communities, as 
well as individuals and groups directly related to the management of livestock or the livestock 
industry.  Individuals and groups not directly related to the management of livestock or the 
livestock industry are also affected.  This broad scope of effects can be understood when 
considering how ranching contributes to the diversity and well-being of the local working circles 
in the zone of influence.  It can also be understood when considering the money spent by a ranch 
to purchase supplies.  This money is then distributed through the local economy in the form of 
payrolls, rents, and other services. 

Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine counties are all rural and sparsely populated.  In 2009, the 
combined estimated population for the three counties was 60,247 (Nevada Energy 2011).  This is 
a density of less than 2.0 persons per square mile.  Table 69 identifies the county or counties 
where each allotment is located.  If an allotment is located within two counties, table 69 lists the 
acres and the percentage of acres that fall within each county. 

Table 69:  Allotments by County in Project Area. 
Allotment County Acres in County Percent in County 

Big Creek Nye 34,689 100 

Blackrock Nye 23,709 35 
White Pine 44,968 65 

Cherry Creek Nye 38,366 100 

Currant Creek Nye 36,194 64 
White Pine 16,689 36 

Ellison Basin Nye 395 1 
White Pine 61,017   99 

Hooper Canyon Nye 32,323 100 
Illipah White Pine 44,640 100 
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Allotment County Acres in County Percent in County 
Irwin Canyon Nye 19,817 100 
Pine Creek/Quinn 
Canyon 

Lincoln 30,044 50 
Nye 30,565 50 

Tom Plain White Pine 53,383 100 
Treasure Hill White Pine 66,288 100 
Troy Mountain Nye 34,737 100 

Lincoln County  

In 2006, the estimated population for Lincoln County was 3,987.  Between 1990 and 2000, the 
population increased by 10 percent.  Lincoln County’s largest community and county seat is 
Caliente with a population of 1,015.  Caliente was founded as a railroad town, and the railroad 
continues to be important to Caliente’s economy.  Along with the railroad and county 
government, Caliente also offers many services to travelers, because of its proximity to several 
state parks.  Following Caliente, Pioche, Panaca, and Alamo are the largest towns in Lincoln 
County, each with a population of less than 1,000.  (Nevada Energy 2011) 

Nye County  

In 2009, the estimated population for Nye County was 46,360.  Between 1990, when the county 
population was 32,512, and today, the population has shown steady growth.  Of the three 
counties, Nye has seen the greatest growth in recent years.  Pahrump is the largest community in 
the county with an estimated population of 33,241 in 2005.  Located 60 miles from Las Vegas, 
Pahrump supports a large retiree population and workers who commute to Las Vegas.  By road, 
Pahrump is over 200 miles south of the Grant-Quinn Range.  Tonopah, which is the county seat, 
had an estimated population of 2,607 in 2005.  Tonopah is about 100 miles west of the Grant-
Quinn Range.  Duckwater is the only Nye County community near the project area.  It is located 
approximately 20 miles west of the White Pine Range.  Most of Duckwater’s 150 residents are 
members of the Duckwater Shoshone Tribe.  (Nevada Energy 2011) 

White Pine County  

In 2009, the estimated population for White Pine County was 9,570.  Between 1990, when the 
county population was 9,264, and today, the population has remained stable with little growth.  
White Pine County’s largest community and county seat is Ely, with an estimated population of 
approximately 4,291 in 2009.  It is located approximately 35 miles east of the White Pine Range.  
Ely’s economy is based largely on ranching, mining, and government services.  Located just 
north of Ely, McGill is the county's second largest town.  (Nevada Energy 2011). 

Employment and Income 

The primary sources of employment in the three counties are services (including recreation and 
tourism), retail trade, resource development (agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, mining), 
public services (education, health, social services), public administration, and construction.  The 
unemployment rate for the three counties averaged 10.5 percent in 2009, which was slightly 
lower than the statewide unemployment rate of 11.8 percent.  The county with the highest 
unemployment rate is Nye County with a rate of 14.4 percent, followed by Lincoln County with a 
rate of 9.6 percent.  White Pine County had the lowest rate at 7.4 percent (USDA Economic 
Research Service 2011). 

The median household income in Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine counties is generally lower than 
state average of $53,310.  In 2009, Lincoln County’s median household income was $44,387, 
Nye County’s median household income was $43,215, and White Pine County’s household 
income was $48,063 (USDA Economic Research Service 2011). 
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Table 70:  Demographics and Income By County and State. 
Demographics/Income Lincoln Nye White Pine State of Nevada 

Ra
ce

 / 
 

Et
hn

ic 
Or

igi
n 

African American   4.5 %   2.1 %   0.7 %   7.5 % 
American Indian   3.2 %   2.5 %   7.1 %   1.2 % 
Asian   1.6 %   1.3 %   1.2 %   6.2 % 
Hispanic   5.1 % 11.6 % 12.4 % 25.2 % 
Pacific Islander   0.0 %   0.1 %   0.1 %   0.5 % 
White 90.1 % 88.5 % 85.8 % 75.0 % 

Median Household Income $42,955 $42,192 $46,148 $63,912 
Individuals Below Poverty Level 16.7 % 16.2 % 13.9 % 11.1 % 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2009 American Community Survey 

Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to consider impacts of proposed actions on 
minority and low-income populations.  This executive order addresses the issue of environmental 
justice, which concerns adverse human health and environmental effects of agency programs that 
disproportionately affect minority and low-income populations.  The Council on Environmental 
Quality guidance on environmental justice advises agencies to consider the composition of an 
affected area to determine whether minority populations, low income populations, or American 
Indian tribes are present, and if so, whether there may be disproportionately high and adverse 
effects to human health (CEQ 1997).  In accordance with Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPAs) Environmental Justice Guidelines (US EPA 1998b), minority populations should be 
identified when either of the following exists: 

• The minority population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent. 

• The minority population of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority 
population percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic 
analysis.   

The EPA’s guidelines suggest that low-income populations be identified by using annual 
statistical poverty thresholds.  

Western Shoshone Indians are the primary Native Americans and a minority population 
associated with the area.  Western Shoshone Indians historically used various sites in the Ely 
Westside Rangeland Management Project area.  However, the minority and low-income 
population data suggests that: 

• The population of African Americans, Hispanics, American Indians, Asian or Pacific 
Islanders does not exceeds 50 percent of the population; 

• None of the populations percentages are “meaningfully greater” than the minority 
population in the general population; and 

• The low-income populations percentages are not “meaningfully greater” than the low-
income population in the State of Nevada. 

For the purpose of screening for environmental justice concerns, minority and low-income 
populations are not a concern in Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine counties.  The widely dispersed 
area over which this rangeland management project takes place makes it unlikely that any 
particular minority or low-income population in Lincoln, Nye, or White Pine counties would be 
disproportionately impacted.   
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Economic Sectors 

Many industries contribute to the economies of Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine counties.  
According to the U.S. Census, the top six industries are services (arts, entertainment, recreation, 
accommodations, food services), retail trade, resource development (agriculture, forestry, fishing, 
hunting, mining), public services (education, health, social services), public administration, and 
construction (US Census 2000).  Table 71 lists these industries by county and displays the 
percentage the industries contribute to the individual county’s economy.   

Table 71:  Economic Sectors by County. 
Industries Lincoln Nye White Pine 

Construction 11.5 % 12.6 %   6.4 % 
Public Administration 12.4 %   7.8 % 18.8 % 
Public Services 21.5 % 12.9 % 18.0 % 
Resource Development   7.3 % 10.1 % 11.1 % 
Retail 14.6 %   9.9 % 12.6 % 
Services 10.6 % 17.6 % 11.8 % 

Management Direction 
Applicable forest-wide management direction for range management includes the following: 

• Produce a sustained yield of forage on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing 
while maintaining or enhancing the productivity of the land (USDA FS 1986, pg. IV-6). 

3.9.2. Current Condition 
The grazing seasons in the project area vary by allotment.  The typical permit season lasts 
approximately 3 to 4 months.  There are eight permittees with term grazing permits that authorize 
grazing for 10 years.  There is one permittee with a temporary grazing permit that has been 
authorized on an annual basis since 2002.  Based on the 2,270 head of cattle and horses and the 
various seasons of use, there are 8,825 head months (HMs) associated with cattle and horse in the 
project area.  For the 1,800 head of sheep, there is 828 HMs.  Combining the cattle and horse 
numbers with the sheep and goat numbers, there are a total 9,653 HMs for the project area.  Table 
71 compares the number of livestock authorized in the project area with the number of livestock 
in Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine counties, as reported in the 2007 Census of Agriculture (USDA 
NASS 2007).  While livestock production is an important component of the resource 
development industry in these counties, table 71 reveals that the livestock authorized to graze in 
the project area make up a very small percentage of the total livestock in these counties. 
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Table 72:  Current Livestock Management in Project Area. 

Allotments On/Off Dates Lincoln County Nye County White Pine County 
Cattle Sheep Cattle Sheep Cattle Sheep 

Big Creek Vacant       
Blackrock Jun 21 – Sep 30   431  791  
Cherry Creek Dec 1 – Feb 10    1,800   
Currant Creek Jun 15 – Sep 30   1891  1061  
Ellison Basin Jun 11 – Oct 10   41  3551  
Hooper Canyon Vacant       
Illipah Jun 16 – Oct 15     169  
Irwin Canyon Vacant       
Pine Creek/  
Quinn Canyon 

Jun 1 – Sep 30 1301  1301    

Tom Plain Jun 11 – Oct 10     500  
Treasure Hill Jun 16 – Oct 15     415  
Troy Mountain May 15 – Aug 31   150    

Total Livestock 
Authorized in 
Project Area 

 
130 0 516 1,8002 1,624 0 

Total Livestock in 
County3 

 16,243  29,422 551 22,027 11,182 

Percentage of 
Livestock in 
County Authorized 
in Project Area 

 
0.8 %  1.8 % 2 7.4 %  

1  The number of livestock has been apportioned based on the percentage of the allotment in the county.  See table 69 
for information on the percentage of allotments in Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine counties. 

2  This permit allows permittee to drive sheep across the allotment, but sheep are only authorized to be on the allotment 
for a 2 week period. 

3  USDA NASS 2007. 

3.9.3. Desired Condition 
The Forest Plan does not provide specific direction regarding socio-economics.  However, other 
sources guide the Forest’s consideration of socio-economics.  Where consistent with other 
multiple use goals and objectives, Congressional intent is to allow grazing on suitable lands 
(Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960, Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 
Planning Act of 1974, Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, NFMA of 1976).  It is 
Forest Service policy to make forage available to qualified livestock operators from lands suitable 
for grazing consistent with land management plans (USDA FS 2005b [FSM 2203.1], 36 CFR 
222.2(c))  

3.9.4. Environmental Consequences 
A change in the standards or requirements that any permittee must meet may require a change in 
the way that permittee manages his/her livestock.  These changes could include adjusting on or 
off dates, increasing time spent on the allotment moving cattle, investing in tools that facilitate 
distribution (such as salt, supplements, fences, and /or water developments), or changing the 
number of livestock placed on the allotment.  How extensive a change or which change is needed 
is dependent on several variables, such as the condition of the resources, current management, 
existing range developments, topography within the allotment, and the ability of the permittee to 
incorporate changes into their overall ranching operation.   
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3.9.4.1. Alternative 1:  Proposed Action  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under the Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), management flexibility would allow the permittees to 
adapt management and overall ranching operations to changes in range condition, along with 
annual influences such as weather and economics (cattle market, disease, personal events).  
Another equally important purpose of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) is to maintain healthy 
rangelands or improve the condition of the health of the rangeland resources where they have 
been impacted by livestock grazing. 

Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), new grazing permits would be issued before the 
beginning of the next grazing season.  The existing authorized livestock numbers and seasons of 
use would be included in the new grazing permits.  Updated AMPs and AOIs would guide 
livestock management on each allotment.  The within season utilization triggers and end of 
season utilization levels described under this alternative would be incorporated into the new 
AMPs and AOIs.  Any adjustments in livestock numbers, season of use, or other grazing practices 
would be determined by monitoring the ecological condition of the rangeland and considering 
grazing management activities.   

Overall, there would be the potential, but not a mandate, for a reduction in the total amount of 
actual annual use (measured in HMs).  Although maximum utilization would generally be less 
than that currently authorized, it would far exceed current actual use on uplands.  Actual upland 
use is typically minimal, with virtually all use concentrated in riparian areas and meadows.  If 
permittees would distribute their livestock to more fully use the upland authorization, reductions 
in maximum utilization levels proposed in Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) would likely have 
minimum impact on the length of their grazing season or livestock numbers.  If HMs are reduced 
from current levels, it could have an economic impact on individual permittees.  Given the 
relatively slight contribution that the project area offers to the livestock production in Lincoln, 
Nye, and White Pine County, any socio-economic impacts to communities near the project area 
from reduced HMs would be limited.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in the 
Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, or Irwin Canyon allotments under this alternative, there would be no 
direct or indirect effects in these allotments.   

Cumulative Effects 

It is reasonable to assume that socio-economic values would be affected to some degree by other 
activities during the life of the project on Forest, BLM, and private lands.  Other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable activities that would continue to or have the potential to affect the 
project area are discussed in appendix H.   

There are several ongoing or planned restoration and treatment projects designed to improve 
conditions in the analysis area.  Restoration activities can result in a reduction in annual use 
(measured in HMs) because the treated areas may be protected while they recover.  The Copper 
Creek Stream Restoration Project was implemented in the Ellison Basin Allotment in 2010.  This 
project is designed to stop the headcuts that have developed over time on the Copper Creek 
meadow complex by restoring several hundred feet of the stream channel.  These actions should 
restore the water table along the stream and in adjacent meadows to its historic level.  More water 
would be available for plants in these areas, which should lead to reduced bare ground.  In the 
Currant Creek and Ellison Basin allotments, there were two vegetation treatment projects in 2009 
(300 acres in the Current Creek Allotment and 200 acres in the Ellison Basin Allotment) and two 
projects in 2010 (totaling 4,000 acres in the Currant Creek and Ellison Basin allotments).  A BLM 
project adjacent to the Cherry Creek Allotment in 2010 treated 1,000 acres.  Two ongoing and 
two future projects would treat up to 17,000 acres in, or adjacent to, the Currant Creek, Ellison 
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Basin, Illipah, and Tom Plain allotments over the next 3 to 5 years.  These vegetation treatment 
projects can result in increased levels of bare ground for 2 to 3 years following the completion of 
the projects.  Restoration activities can result in a reduction in annual use (measured in HMs) 
because the treated areas may be protected while they recover.  Socio-economic values would be 
expected to remain stable with slight fluctuations as livestock managers adjust their operations to 
meet restoration related grazing restrictions, generally these restrictions last 2-years 

Fire has the potential to affect natural resource quality over the greatest area.  Socio-economic 
values are expected to remain stable with slight fluctuations as livestock managers adjust their 
operations to meet fire related grazing restrictions, generally these restrictions last 2-years.  
Rehabilitation projects help stabilize and restore burned areas more quickly.  These rehabilitation 
efforts ensure that the natural resources in the project area are protected and available for 
productive use.  

No management actions to remove estray livestock are anticipated due to budgetary and political 
constraints.  Without intervention, the herd will continue to breed and increase in size.  Natural 
resources, in the southern portion of the Grant-Quinn Range, would continue to be affected by the 
year round use of the area.  The competition for available forage may create a situation where 
grazing restrictions may be necessary.  Socio-economic values are expected to remain stable with 
slight fluctuations as livestock managers adjust their operations to meet estray-related grazing 
restrictions.  The duration of these restrictions is unknown, but the effects should be localized.   

Continued wild horse gathers conducted by the BLM are expected to move populations toward 
the established AMLs.  Areas outside of WHTs and BLM horse management areas would 
continue to see use by wild horses.  Wild horses affect natural resources in the same manner as 
permitted and estray livestock.  The competition between these groups for available forage may 
create a situation where grazing restrictions may be necessary.  Socio-economic values are 
expected to remain stable with slight fluctuations as livestock managers adjust their operations to 
meet wild horse related grazing restrictions.  The duration of these restrictions is unknown, but 
the effects should be localized. 

The BLM and some private lands have the same type of management activities and uses as the 
Forest Service.  It is reasonable to assume these land use activities on BLM and private lands 
would continue and would provide towards the socio-economic benefits in the analysis area. 

3.9.4.2. Alternative 2:  Current Management  
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 2 (Current Management), there would be no change in the current utilization 
standards that have been directed through Amendment 2 of the Forest Plan.  Implementation and 
the required compliance with these standards would remain in effect.  If permittees are able to 
currently meet these standards, there would be no change in their current operation.  There may 
still be areas where permittees have to adjust their operations to comply with the standards that 
are currently in their term grazing permits.  Since no changes in grazing practices or forage 
availability would occur in the short term, no gain or loss of HMs would occur.  Permittees would 
be able to continue to use public land to assist and maintain their livestock operations and no 
change in the number of working cattle ranches would be expected.  If permittees are not able to 
meet the current standards, or if monitoring indicates that rangeland conditions are declining, then 
the Forest Service and the permittees would develop adjustments to grazing management to 
improve conditions.  These adjustments could include changes to the grazing season, grazing 
system, and herd numbers that are currently being used.  Alternative 2 (Current Management) 
would not change the socioeconomics for permittees or nearby communities because the HMs 
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should remain the same as current levels.  Because livestock grazing would not be authorized in 
the Big Creek, Hooper Canyon, Irwin Canyon, or Troy Mountain allotments under Alternative 2 
(Current Management), the direct or indirect effects to socio-economics in these four allotments 
would be identical to those described below for all allotments under Alternative 3 (No Action/No 
Grazing).   

Cumulative Effects 

The impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) have on socio-economics are discussed above under Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action).  The cumulative effects to the allotments that would be grazed would be similar to those 
described under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action), but socio-economics would remain stable.   

3.9.4.3. Alternative 3:  No Action/No Grazing  

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), livestock grazing would cease immediately.  This 
would result in the loss of all HMs on the project area.  Without this use, ranchers may have to 
consider leasing or purchasing private land to sustain a profitable operation.  This option may not 
be available or affordable.  There is a possibility that some of the affected ranchers would be 
unable to maintain economically viable operations with lands that would remain available for 
grazing (e.g., private and BLM-administered lands).  When combined with other factors that 
affect ranch viability, such as market prices for cattle and the cost of labor, it is possible that in 
the long term there would be a small decline in the number of working ranches adjacent to the 
project area.  Consequently, the elimination of all HMs under Alternative 3 (No Action/No 
Grazing) would have a greater impact on permittees than the other alternatives.  However, like 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and Alternative 2 (Current Management), given the relatively 
slight contribution that the project area offers to the livestock production in Lincoln, Nye, and 
White Pine County, any socio-economic impacts to communities near the project area from 
reduced HMs would be limited. 

There is the possibility that defunct ranches would be sold and utilized in different fashions, such 
as second homes or subdivisions as is common in other areas of the west.  Conversely, some of 
these purchased ranches may be operated as working cattle ranches by a different operator. 

Cumulative Effects 

Unlike Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and Alternative 2 (Current Management), Alternative 3 
(No Action/No Grazing) would immediately eliminate domestic livestock grazing in the project 
area.  The economic contributions these livestock generate for Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine 
counties would no longer occur.  Because there would be no HMs available for permittees, none 
of the impacts that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities in the analysis area 
(appendix H) would have on socio-economics would have a cumulative impact regarding HMs.   

3.9.5. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments  
No irreversible or irretrievable commitments would occur as a result of implementation of any of 
the alternatives. 
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3.9.6. Forest Plan Consistency  
Alternative 1 includes a non-significant Forest Plan amendment to open the Troy Mountain 
Allotment.  With this non-significant Forest Plan amendment in place, all of the alternatives 
would be consistent with the management direction for socio-economics in the Forest Plan. 

3.9.7. Specialist Report  
This EIS hereby incorporates by reference the Socio-economics Specialist Report in the project 
record (40 CFR 1502.21).  The Socio-economics Specialist Report is located in the Socio-
economics folder of the Resources section of the project record and contains the detailed data, 
methodologies, analyses, conclusions, maps, references, and technical documentation that were 
relied upon to reach the conclusions in this EIS. 
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3.10. Specifically Required Disclosures 
Several of the laws and executive orders listed in chapter 1 require project-specific findings or 
other disclosures.  They apply to all alternatives considered in detail in this EIS. 

Legislative and/or Regulatory 
Endangered Species Act 

There are no federally threatened or endangered species known to reside or nest in the project 
area. 

National Historic Preservation Act 

Cultural resource surveys of various intensities have been conducted on National Forest System 
land in the Ely Westside Rangeland Project area.  The Forest is also complying with the 1995 
Memorandum of Understanding between the HTNF and the Nevada SHPO regarding the effects 
of livestock management on historic properties.  Native American communities have been 
contacted, and public comment has been encouraged.  The opportunity to discuss known or 
suspected cultural resources in or near the project area was also encouraged during scoping. 

Clean Water Act  

Livestock management conducted as a result of this analysis would be in accordance with 
standards, guidelines, and direction contained in the Forest Plan, BMPs, and applicable FSM and 
FSH direction.  By adhering to these standards, guidelines, and direction, the alternatives are 
consistent with the Clean Water Act and amendments.  No permits are required for any of the 
alternatives. 

Clean Air Act 

Emissions expected from implementation of any of the action alternatives would be of short 
duration and are not expected to exceed State of Nevada Ambient Air Quality Standards (46 FR 
43141). 

Effects on Prime Farm Land, Range Land, and Forestland 

No prime farm land or range land would be adversely affected by the action alternatives.  
Forestland would maintain its long-term productivity. 

Effects on Civil Rights, Women, and Minorities 

This project would not have adverse effects on civil rights, women, or minorities. 

Executive Orders 
Executive Order 11593 (Cultural Resources) 

Directs federal agencies to provide leadership in preserving, restoring, and maintaining the 
historic and cultural environment of the nation.  The steps taken to achieve compliance with 
Section 106 of the NHPA for the Ely Westside Rangeland Project serve to meet the intent of this 
Executive Order. 

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplains) 

Directs federal agencies to take action to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term 
adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains.  A floodplain is 
defined as “the lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining inland and coastal waters including 
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flood prone areas of off shore islands, including at a minimum that area subject to a 1 percent or 
greater of flooding in any given year.”  Forest Plan standards and guidelines identify floodplains 
as a process group within riparian management areas and provide direction to avoid development 
in these areas.  None of the alternatives propose occupation or modification of floodplains.  
Under the action alternatives, livestock would be allowed to graze on riparian vegetation 
(including vegetation in floodplains).  The proper use criteria applied under the action alternatives 
would protect these riparian areas from long- or short-term modification.  Riparian vegetation is 
discussed in the Vegetation section. 

Executive Order 11990 (Wetlands) 

Requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, the long-term and short-term adverse 
effects associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands.  Under the action alternatives, 
livestock would be allowed to graze on riparian vegetation (including vegetation in wetlands).  
The proper use criteria applied under the action alternatives would protect these riparian areas 
from long- or short-term modification.  Under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), grazing 
would not be authorized.  Wetlands are discussed in detail in the Vegetation section. 

Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) 

Directs federal agencies to identify and address the issue of environmental justice, which 
concerns adverse human health and environmental effects of agency programs that 
disproportionately affect minority and low-income populations.  For the purpose of screening for 
environmental justice concerns, minority and low-income populations are not a concern in 
Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine counties.  The widely dispersed area over which this rangeland 
management project takes place makes it unlikely that any particular minority or low-income 
population in Lincoln, Nye, or White Pine counties is disproportionately impacted.  
Implementation of the action alternatives for the Ely Westside Rangeland Project would not cause 
adverse health, social, or environmental effects that would disproportionately affect minority and 
low-income populations. 

Executive Order 12962 (Recreational Fishing) 
Directs federal agencies to conserve, restore, and enhance aquatic systems to provide for 
increased recreational fishing opportunities nationwide.  Section 1 of the Executive Order directs 
federal agencies to evaluate effects on aquatic ecosystems and recreational fisheries, develop and 
encourage partnerships, promote restoration, provide access, and promote awareness of 
opportunities for recreational fishery resources.  The effects of this project on freshwater 
resources were evaluated during the analysis.  With the application of Forest Plan standards and 
guidelines, including those for riparian areas, no significant adverse effects to freshwater 
resources would occur under any alternative.  Of the action alternatives, Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action) would provide the greatest conservation, restoration, and enhancement of aquatic systems 
by requiring protective proper use criteria and grazing systems.  Alternative 3 (No Action/No 
Grazing) would remove grazing impacts entirely and result in the highest level of conservation, 
restoration, and enhancement of aquatic systems among the alternatives. 

Executive Order 13007 (American Indian Sacred Sites) 

Directs federal agencies to accommodate access to and ceremonial use of American Indian sacred 
sites by Indian religious practitioners and to avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of 
such sacred sites.  There are no known sacred Indian sites in the Ely Westside Rangeland Project. 
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Executive Order 13186 (Migratory Birds) 

Directs federal agencies taking actions having or likely to have a negative impact on migratory 
bird populations to work with the USFWS to develop an agreement to conserve those birds.  Each 
of the alternatives was reviewed to determine if migratory birds would be affected by project 
operations.  None of the alternatives are expected to affect the viability of migratory birds, 
although there may be impacts to individual birds.  Under Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and 
Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing), migratory bird habitat in functioning condition would 
remain stable and habitat in less than functioning habitat would improve.  However, improvement 
is expected to be faster under Alternative 3 (No Action/No Grazing) because of the complete 
removal of livestock, and the associated impacts, from the project area.  Under Alternative 2 
(Current Management), migratory bird habitat is expected to remain stable.  Additional 
information on the potential effects is disclosed in Wildlife section. 
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CHAPTER 4:   
RECIPIENTS AND PREPARERS 

 
4.1. Introduction 
Provided below are Forest Service staff who contributed towards document preparation and 
review.  

List of Preparers (Interdisciplinary Team) 
Joanne Baggs Botanist 
18 years of Professional Experience B.S. – Plant Science 

M.S. – Biological Sciences 
Alyce Branigan Archeologist 
20 years of Professional Experience B.A. – Anthropology 

M.A. - Anthropology 
Carol Carlock Fuels Specialist 
30 years of Professional Experience Course work through NWGC, University of Colorado, 

Washing Institute, National Advanced Fire Resource 
Institute 

Barbara Drake Forest Hydrologist 
19 years of Professional Experience B.S. – Earth Science, emphasis in environmental 

science 
Pete Haraden Hydrologist, Soils 
23 years of Professional Experience B.S.-Physical Geography/Minor-Geology 
Jim Harvey Forest Fisheries Biologist 
20 Years of Professional Experience B.S. – Natural Resource Management 

B.A. - Spanish 
Cheri Howell Forest Ecologist 
27 years of Professional Experience B.S.-Range Ecology 
Kathy Johnson Wildlife Biologist (Fisheries, Sensitive Plants) 
22 years of Professional Experience B.S.-Wildlife Management 
Vern Keller Environmental Coordinator 
10 years Professional Experience B.A. – History 

J.D. - Law 
Amanda Kriwox GIS/Data Services Specialist 
10 years Professional Experience BS-Geology/MS-Geotechnology/GIS 
Ryan Lind Range Specialist 
1 year of Professional Experience B.S. – Natural Resource Sciences 
Nathan Millet Hydrologist 
2 years of Professional Experience B.S. – Environmental Resources Engineering 
Chandler Mundy Rangeland Management Specialist 
7 years of Professional Experience B.S.-Rangeland Resources / B.S.-Agricultural Science 

and Industry 
Josh Nicholes Records/File Management 
7 years of Professional Experience AAS-Computer Science, Business Administration, 

BAS-Management Technology 
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David Palmer Project Manager, Interdisciplinary Team Leader 
15 years of Professional Experience B.S.-Rangeland Management / Minor-Wildland Soil 

Science 
Amery Sifre Supervisory Rangeland Management Specialist 
5 years of Professional Experience B.A. – Forestry and Rangeland Management 

A.S. – Horticulture Technology 
Joshua Simpson Natural Resource Specialist 
9 years of Professional Experience B.S. – Forest Recreation Resources / Minor – Wildlife 

Resources 
Deanna Stever Minerals Specialist 
5 years of Professional Experience B.S. - Geology 

M.A. - Geology 
Eric Stever Archaeologist 
1 year of Professional Experience B.A. – Information Systems 

M.A. – Archeology (in progress) 
Nate Thomas Archaeologist 
10 years Professional Experience B.S.-Anthropology, M.A.-Archaeology 

 

4.2. Participating Federal, State, and Local Agencies 
 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
City of Ely 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Federal Highway Administration 
Great Basin National Park 
Lincoln County Commissioners 
Lincoln County Wildlife Advisory 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Nevada Commission for the Preservation of 
Wild Horses 
Nevada Department of Environmental 
Protection 
Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) 
Nevada Department of Transportation 
(NDOT) 
Nevada Natural Heritage Program 
Nevada Seventh Judicial Court 
Nevada State Clearinghouse 
Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) 
Nevada State Library 
Nye County 
Nye County Commissioners 
Nye County Planning Department 
Petroleum Investment Co. 

Southern Nevada Water Authority 
Tri County Weed Control 
University of Nevada 
University of Nevada - Reno Cooperative 
Extension 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Coast Guard 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service 
USDA Farm Services 
USDA National Agricultural Library 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation 
Service  
USDI 
USDI Bureau of Land Management 
White Pine Conservation District 
White Pine County Commissioners 
White Pine County Economic Diversification 
Council 
White Pine County PLUAC 
White Pine County Sheriff’s Office 
White Pine County Wildlife Advisory 
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
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4.3. Tribal Governments 
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe 
Ely Shoshone Council 
Goshute Tribal Council 

Indian Peaks Band Tribal Chair 
Yomba Tribe 
 

4.4. Others 
Senator Dean Heller 
Senator Harry Reid 
Governor Brian Sandoval 
State Senator Dean Rhoads 
Assemblyman Pete Goicoechea 
Assemblyman Ed Goedhart 
Andrae, Arthur 
Artley, Dick 
Bath, Jim 
Baker Ranches, Inc. 
Blue Diamond Oil Corporation 
Boeger, Karen 
Bowles, Bruno 
Bradshaw Ranch 
Bristlecone Bowman 
Brunson, Tom 
Center for Biological Diversity 
Collis, Chris 
Cottonwood Ranch 
Dickenson, Robert 
Dielman, Richard 
Eastern Nevada Landscape Coalition 
Eldridge, Brent 
Eldridge, Gordon 
Ely Times 
Friends of Nevada Wilderness 
Forest Moon Ranch 
Forest Service Employees for 

Environmental Ethics 
Garrett, Joanne 
Ghiglieri, Dennis 
George Eldridge & Sons, Inc. 
Great Basin Bird Observatory 
Great Basin Resource Watch 
Green, Jerry 
Halsted, Danny 
H Sheep Company 
Halstead-Forsgren 
Hiatt, John 
High Country News 

Intermountain Ranches, LTD 
J. Kay Wright 
John Uhalde and Co. 
Kolkman, Gene 
Leet, Curt 
Moorman Ranch 
Moriah Ranches, Inc. 
National Mustang Association 
Nevada Cattlemen’s Association 
Nevada Farm Bureau 
Nevada Grazing Land Commission 
Nevada Wilderness Project 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Nevada Wool Grower Association 
Northern Nevada Native Plant Society 
Pescio Brothers 
Public Resource Associates 
Rathbun, Floyd 
Resource Concepts, Inc. 
Rosevear Ranches 
Rowley, Joe & Peggy 
RWD Currant Creek, LLC 
Sachua, B. 
Sanborn, Ross 
Sevon, Mike 
Shellbourne Station, LLC 
Sierra Club 
Sierra Club – Toiyabe Chapter 
Simon, Mike 
Spratlipo, Boyd and Audrey 
Steele, Robert 
Sustainable Grazing Coalition 
Swanson, Sherm 
The Nature Conservancy 
Trout Unlimited – Great Basin Chapter 
Trout Unlimited – Southern NV Chapter 
Western Watersheds Project 
White River Ranches, LLC. 
Wilderness Watch 
Wildlife Support Center 
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ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY 
ACRONYMS 

AMP  Allotment Management Plan 
AOI  Annual Operating Instructions 
AUM  Animal Unit Month 
BLM  Bureau of Land Management 
CEQ  Council of Environmental Quality 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 
EPA  Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA  Endangered Species Act 
FEIS  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
FSH  Forest Service Handbook 
FSM  Forest Service Manual 
GAWS  General Aquatic Wildlife Surveys 
HM  Head Months 
HUC  Hydrologic Unit Code 
MIM  Multiple Indicator Monitoring 
MIS  Management Indicator Species 
MOU  Memorandum of Understanding 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 
NDOW  Nevada Department of Wildlife 
NFMA  National Forest Management Act 
NHPA  National Historic Preservation Act 
NOI  Notice of Intent 
NRCS  Natural Resources Conservation Service 
OHV  Off-highway Vehicles 
RSAC  Remote Sensing Applications Center 
SHPO  State Historic Preservation Office 
USDA  United States Department of Agriculture 
USDA  United States Department of Interior 

 

(A) 

Affected Environment:  The natural environment that exists now in an area being analyzed. 

Allotment:  Rangeland and/or forestland are designated for the use of a prescribed number and 
kind of livestock under a plan of management. 

Allotment Management Plan (AMP):  Long-term operating plan for a grazing allotment on 
public land, prepared in collaboration with a permittee and the appropriate agency. 

Alternative:  A combination of management prescriptions applied in specific amounts and 
locations to achieve a desired management emphasis as expressed in goals and objectives.  One of 
several policies, plans, or projects proposed for decision-making.  An alternative need not 
substitute for another in all respects. 
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Analysis Area:  One or more capability areas combined for the purpose of analysis in 
formulating alternatives and estimating various impacts and effects. 

Animal Unit Month (AUM):  The amount of feed or forage required by an animal unit for one 
month. 

 (B) 

Bank Alteration:  Recent (1 or 2 years) physical alteration of the bank by livestock trampling.  It 
is measured from the low water line to the top of the bank.  Hoof prints or vertical bank shear that 
break the soil surface, exposing plant roots or soil to air or water, constitute measurable impact if 
it causes bank instability or retards bank recovery.  

Alteration from the previous season still constitutes measurable impact if it meets this same 
definition.  Previous hoof prints and vertical bank shear are not expected to be obvious into a 
third season due to freeze/thaw cycles, rain events, erosion by stream flow or vegetative 
regrowth.  Simple impressions on heavy herbaceous ground cover do not constitute a measurable 
impact.  Nearly all hoof prints or vertical bank shear that significantly break the soil surface and 
expose plant roots or soil to air or water would cause bank instability or retard bank recovery, or 
both.  The overriding concept behind the measure is making sure that the integrity of the 
streambank remains. 

Bare Ground:  Exposed ground not covered by vegetation, litter, or pavement.  

Beneficial Uses:  Different ways in which natural waters are used by humans and nature.  Human 
uses include drinking water, bathing, recreation, agricultural, and industrial water supplies.  
Natural uses include growth and propagation of fish and associated aquatic life, wildlife, and 
furbearers. 

Best Management Practices (BMPs):  Strategies for managing the use of a resource in a manner 
that protects the resource and promotes ecological and economic sustainability. 

Big Game:  Those species of large mammals normally managed as sport hunting resources. 

Browse Utilization (%):  A measure of the amount of browse (woody) vegetation consumed by 
livestock at a particular site as a percent of the current year’s growth. 

(C) 

C & H:  Cattle and Horse. 

Canopy: (1) The vertical projection downward of the aerial portion of vegetation, usually 
expressed as a percent of the ground so occupied.  (2) The aerial portion of the overstory 
vegetation. 

Community:  An assemblage of populations of plants and/or animals in a common spatial 
arrangement. 

Compaction:  Occurs when moist or wet soil aggregates are pressed together by the application 
of mechanical forces and the pore space between them is reduced.  Compaction changes soil 
structure, reduces the size and continuity of pores, and increases soil density.   

Competition:  The interaction between organisms because of the removal of a common required 
resource from the environment.  Resources may include water, nutrients, light, oxygen, carbon 
dioxide, food, and shelter. 

Cultural Resource: The physical remains of human activity (artifacts, ruins, burial mounds, 
petroglyphs, etc.) and conceptual content or context (as a setting for legendary, historic, or 
prehistoric events, such as a sacred area of native people) of an area.   
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Cumulative Effect:  The effect on the environment that results from an incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 
what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative effects 
can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period 
of time. 

(D) 

Deferred-Rotation:  Any grazing system that provides for a systematic rotation of deferment 
among pastures. 

Density: (1) The number of individuals per unit area.  It is not a measure of cover. 

Desired Future Condition (DFC):  Land or resource conditions that are expected to result if 
goals and objectives are fully achieved. 

Developed Recreation:  Recreation that occurs where improvements have been made that (1) 
enhance recreation opportunities, and (2) accommodate intensive recreation activities in a defined 
area. 

Direct Effect:  Effects on the environment that occur at the same time and place as the initial 
cause or action. 

Dispersed Recreation:  The portion of outdoor recreation use that occurs outside of recreation 
developed sites in the unroaded and roaded National Forest environment (for example, hunting, 
backpacking, and berry picking). 

Disturbance:  Any event, either natural or human induced, that alters the structure, composition, 
or function of an ecosystem. 

Diversity:  The distribution and abundance of different plant and animal communities and 
species within the area covered by a land and resource management plan (National Forest 
Management Act Planning Regulation). 

(E) 

Ecosystem:  Organisms together with their abiotic environment, forming an interacting system, 
inhabiting an identifiable space. 

Effectiveness Monitoring:  The repeated measurement of specified ecological indicators, in 
specified locations, over time, to determine whether the livestock management practices being 
implemented are, in fact, moving toward desired rangeland and riparian conditions. 

Effects:  Physical, biological, social, and economic results (expected or experiences) resulting 
from natural events or management activities.  Effects can be direct, indirect, and cumulative and 
may be either beneficial or detrimental. 

Endangered Species:  Any species, which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range and listed as such by the Secretary of the Interior in accordance 
with the Endangered Species Act of 1973.  The policy for the management of federally listed 
endangered species is contained in FSM 2670.31, 6/23/95 
(http://fsweb.wo.fs.fed.us/directives/fsm/2600/). 

Environment:  The aggregate of physical, biological, economic, and social factors affecting 
organisms in an area. 

Environmental Analysis:  An analysis of alternative actions and their predictable long and short-
term environmental effects.  Environmental analyses include physical, biological, economic, 
social, and environmental design factors and their interrelations. 

http://fsweb.wo.fs.fed.us/directives/fsm/2600/
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Erosion:  The wearing away of the land surface by rain or irrigation water, wind, ice, or other 
natural or anthropogenic agents that abrade, detach and remove geologic parent material or soil 
from one point on the earth's surface and deposit it elsewhere, including such processes as 
gravitational creep and so-called tillage erosion. 

Estray:  Domestic animals whose owner is unknown. 

(F) 

Fire Frequency: The return interval or recurrence interval of fire in a given area over a specific 
time. 

Fire Regime:  The characteristics of fire in a given ecosystem, such as the frequency, 
predictability, intensity, and seasonality of fire. 

Fire Return Interval: The number of years between two successive fire events at a specific site 
or an area of a specified size. 

Floodplain:  The area adjacent to the active stream channel, which is inundated during flows that 
exceed bankfull level.  The floodplain acts as an energy dispersion zone during flood flows, and 
functions as an area of deposition. 

Forage:  Browse and herbage that is available for food for grazing animals or to be harvested for 
feeding. 

Forage reserves:  In the simplest of definitions, forage reserving is the exchange of grass for 
conservation work.  Unstocked grassland is made available to livestock from other areas in order 
to advance conservation goals on home ranges.  Conservation goals range from the protection of 
open space to ecological rehabilitation. 

Forest Plan Standards:  Resource management standards designed to facilitate meeting of 
National Forest goals and objectives. 

Frequency:  The ratio between the number of sample units that contain a species and the total 
number of sample units. 

Fuels:  Herbaceous and woody vegetation, both living and dead, that is capable of burning. 

Functioning:  As used in the “Matrices”, a site that is within the natural range of variability as 
compared to historic known values from similar natural communities.  The streambank stability, 
water quality, soil stability and permeability, and the vegetative composition, cover and 
abundance is sufficient to sustain ecological integrity, therefore, the site is able to resist the 
impacts of man-made disturbance and is resilient to natural disturbances.   

Functioning-at-Risk:  As used in the “Matrices”, a site that has vegetation, soil, hydrologic 
and/or disturbance regime attributes that are functioning outside the natural range of variability as 
compared to historic known values from similar natural communities.  Although ecological 
integrity may not be breached, there is concern that the site may not be resilient or resistant to 
disturbance events.  

(G) 

Geographic Information System (GIS):  A computer system capable of assembling, storing, 
manipulating, and displaying geographically referenced information, i.e., data identified 
according to their locations. 

Grazing Season: (1) On public land, an established period for which grazing permits is issued.  
(2) The time interval when animals are allowed to utilize a certain area. 
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Grazing System:  A specialization of grazing management, which defines the periods of grazing 
and non-grazing.  Grazing system should consist of at least the following: the number of pastures; 
number of herds; length of non-grazing periods for any given unit in the system.  Examples are 
Deferred Rotation and Rest Rotation. 

(H) 

Habitat:  A specific set of physical conditions that surround a single species, a group of species, 
or a large community.  In wildlife management, the major components of habitat are considered 
food, water, cover, and living space. 

Habitat Type:  The collective area that one plant association occupies or will come to occupy as 
succession advances.  The habitat type is defined and described as succession advances.  The 
habitat type is defined and described based on the vegetation and its associated environment. 

Head Month:  Tenure of one herbivore on National Forest for a period of one month. 

Herbaceous:  Vegetation growth with little or no woody components, such as graminoids and 
forbs. 

Herbivore:  An animal that subsists principally or entirely on plants or plant material. 

HUC:  Hydrologic Unit Code.  A unique two to eight digit number used to identify a drainage 
basin in a hierarchical classification system developed by the Water Resources Council. 

Hydrologic Function:  The ability of a stream to transport water and sediment in a balanced 
condition.  The degree and rate of transport is the result of the natural watershed characteristics, 
including precipitation, geology, landforms, and vegetation.  These characteristics have defined 
over time, average conditions of stream flow, quantity, and character of sediment moving through 
the system, and composition of the materials forming the bed and banks of the channels.  Stream 
systems that are in a balanced condition exhibit a relatively stable channel structure with only 
minor annual changes. 

(I) 

Indicator Species:  Species that indicate the presence of certain environmental conditions, seral 
stages, or previous treatment.  One or more plant species selected to indicate a certain level of 
grazing use. 

Indirect Effects:  Secondary effects that occur in locations other than the initial action or 
significantly later in time. 

Infiltration:  The downward entry of water into the immediate surface of soil or other material, 
as contrasted with percolation, which is movement of water through soil layers or material. 

Interdisciplinary Team (IDT):  A team of individuals with skills from different disciplines that 
focuses on the same task or project. 

Issue:  A subject, question, or widespread public interest relating to management of National 
Forest System lands (Forest Plan).  A problem or subject of concern raised by the public or by 
agency employees during scoping.  Issues important to the decision at hand area analyzed in an 
environmental assessment or an environmental impact statement. 

(K) 

Key Area:  A portion of range, which, because of its location, grazing, or browsing value, and or 
use serves as an indicative sample of range conditions, trend, or degree of use seasonally.  A key 
area guides the general management of the entire area of which it is a part. 
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Key Species:  Forage species whose use serves as an indicator to the degree of use of associated 
species.  Those species that must, because of their importance, be considered in the management 
program. 

(L) 

Lek:  A site where grouse traditionally gather for sexual display and courtship. 

Lithic Scatters:  Archaeological sites resulting from aboriginal use, that consisting of culturally 
modified lithic (stone) material.  Lithics may be in the form of flakes (debris from stone-tool 
production), the tools themselves, or any stone material that has been modified by original human 
use. 

Litter:  The surface layer of the rangeland floor, which is not in an advanced stage of 
decomposition, usually consisting of freshly fallen leaves, needles, twigs, stems, bark, and fruits. 

(M) 

Management Area:  An aggregation of capability areas having common management direction.  
These areas may be non-contiguous and are used to allocate and schedule management practices. 

Management Direction:  A statement of multiple use and other goals and objectives, the 
associated management prescriptions, and the associated standards and guidelines for attaining 
(reaching) them. 

Management Indicator Species (MIS):  A wildlife species whose population will indicate the 
health of the ecosystem in which it lives and, consequently, the effects of forest management 
activities to that ecosystem, MIS species are selected by land management agencies. 

Management Practice:  A specific activity, measure, course of action, or treatment (Forest 
Plan).  A technique or procedure commonly applied to forest resources, resulting in measurable 
outputs, activities, or other results. 

Mesic:  A type of habitat (a mesic habitat) with a moderate or well-balanced supply of moisture, 
i.e. a mesic forest, a temperate hardwood forest, or dry-mesic prairie. 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU):  The instrument used for a written plan between the 
Forest Service and other parties for carrying out their separate activities in a coordinated and 
mutually beneficial manner and for documenting a framework for cooperation. 

Mitigate:  Avoid or minimize impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation; to rectify the impacts by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected 
environment; to reduce or eliminate the impact by preservation and maintenance operations 
during the life of the action plan. 

Monitoring:  An examination, on a sample basis, of management practices to determine how 
objectives have been met, and a determination of the effects of those management practices on 
the land and environment. 

Multiple Uses:  Use of range for more than one purpose, grazing livestock, wildlife production, 
recreation, watershed and timber production.  Not necessarily the combination of uses that will 
yield the highest economic return or greatest unit output. 

(N) 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA):  The Act which declared a National Policy to 
encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between humans and their environment, to promote 
efforts that will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere, to stimulate the 
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health and welfare of humans, to enrich our understanding of the ecological systems and natural 
resources important to our Nation; and to establish a Council on Environmental Quality. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process:  An interdisciplinary process, mandated 
by the National Environmental Policy Act, which concentrates decision making around issues, 
concerns, and alternatives, and the effects of those alternatives on the environment. 

National Forest Management Act (NFMA):  A law passed in 1976 as amendments to the Forest 
and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act, which requires the development of Regional 
and Forest plans and the preparation of regulations to guide that development. 

National Forest System:  All National Forest land reserved or withdrawn from the public 
domain of the United States; all National Forest lands acquired through purchase, exchange, 
donation, or other means; the National Grasslands and land utilization projects administered 
under Title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act (50 Stat. 525, 7 U.S.C. 1010-1012); and 
other lands, waters or interests therein which are administered by the Forest Service or are 
designated for administration through the Forest Service as a part of the system. 

National Register of Historic Places:  A listing maintained by the National Park Service of 
areas which have been designated as being of historical value.  The Register includes places of 
local and State significance, as well as those of value to the Nation as a whole. 

Native Species:  Species that are a part of the original fauna or flora of an area. 

No Action Alternative:  An alternative where no activity would occur, or where current 
management practices would continue unchanged.  The development of a no action alternative is 
requested by regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40 CFR 
1502.14).  The no action provides a baseline for estimating the effects of other alternatives. 

Non-functioning:  As used in the “Matrices”, a site that has lost ecological integrity or no 
longer functions within the natural range of variability as compared to historic known values 
from similar natural communities.  The site continues to function, but as an altered 
ecosystem, often with reduced ability to respond to disturbances. 

Noxious Weed:  A plant species declared noxious by laws concerned with plants that are 
invasive or weedy. 

(O) 

Objective:  A specific statement of measurable results to be achieved within a stated time period.  
Objectives reflect alternative mixes of all desired outputs or desired achievements which can be 
attained at a given budget level.  Objectives may be expressed as a range of desirable outputs. 

Organic Matter:  Plant and animal residue in the soil in various stages of decomposition. 

Overgrazing:  Historic, continued heavy grazing that exceeded the recovery capacity of the 
community and created a deteriorated range. 

(P) 

Percent Cover:  The area covered by the combined aerial or basal parts of plants and mulch 
expressed as a percent of the total area. 

Permitted Grazing:  Grazing on National Forest range allotments under the terms of a grazing 
permit. 

Phase I (Pinyon-juniper):  Trees are present on the site however the shrub and herb layer are the 
dominant influence on ecological processes (hydrologic, nutrient, and energy cycles). 
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Phase II (Pinyon-juniper):  Trees are co-dominant with shrub and herb layers.  All three layers 
influence ecological processes. 

Phase III (Pinyon-juniper):  Trees are the dominant vegetation and the primary layer 
influencing ecological processes. 

Photo Point:  A point from which photos are periodically taken to monitor long-term 
management responses. 

Plant Community:  An assemblage of plants living and interacting together in a specific 
location. 

Plant Vigor:  Plant health. 

Prescribed Burning:  The intentional application of fire to wildland fuels, in either their natural 
or a modified state, under conditions that allow the fire to be confined to a planned area and, at 
the same time, produce the intensity and rate of spread required to gain certain planned 
objectives. 

Prescribed Fire:  Fire that is intentionally ignited and managed under a series of carefully 
prescribed conditions, for achieving specific vegetation restoration and management objectives. 

Prescription:  Management practices selected to accomplish specific land and resource 
management objectives. 

Processes:  A sequence of events or states, one following from and dependent on another, which 
leads to some outcome.  For instance, ecosystems that have a ten-year fire cycle have narrower 
range of variation than ecosystems with a 200 to 300 year fire cycle.  Past management should 
move such ecosystems back toward their natural, sustainable range of variation. 

Project File:  More detailed documentation of an environmental analysis, usually located in the 
files in the Forest Service District Office or the Forest Supervisor’s Office. 

Proper Use:  The degree of utilization of current year’s growth, which, if continued, will achieve 
management objectives and maintain or improve the long-term productivity of the site.  Proper 
use varies with time and systems of grazing. 

Proposed Action:  In terms of the National Environmental Policy Act, the project, activity, or 
action that a federal agency intends to implement or undertake and which is the subject of an 
environmental analysis. 

Public Involvement:  A Forest Service process designed to broaden the information base upon 
which agency decisions are made by (1) informing the public about Forest Service activities, 
plans and decisions, and (2) encouraging public understanding about and participation in the 
planning processes. 

(R) 

Range (Rangeland):  Any land supporting grazable or browsable vegetation and managed as a 
natural ecosystem; can include grasslands, forestlands, shrub lands, and pasture.  “Range” is not a 
land use. 

Range Development: (1) Any structure or excavation to facilitate management of range or 
livestock.  (2) Any practice designed to improve range condition. 

Range Management:  The art and science of planning and directing range use intended to yield 
the sustained maximum animal production and perpetuation of the natural resources. 
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Responsible Official:  The Forest Service employee who has been designated the authority to 
carry out specific planning action. 

Rest:  Leaving an area ungrazed, thereby foregoing grazing of a forage crop.  Normally, rest 
implies absence of grazing for a full growing season. 

Restoration:  Actions taken to modify an ecosystem to achieve a desired, healthy, and 
functioning condition. 

Restriction:  A restriction precludes use of the route or area during a specific time period by 
certain types of vehicle, such as log trucks or type of traffic such as motorized or public. 

Rest Rotation:  A grazing-management scheme in which rest periods for individual pastures, 
paddocks, or grazing units, generally for the full growing season, are incorporated into a grazing 
rotation. 

Rill Erosion:  An erosion process on sloping fields in which numerous and randomly occurring 
small channels of only several centimeters in depth are formed; occurs mainly on recently 
cultivated soils. 

Riparian/ Riparian Area/ Riparian Zone:  The banks and adjacent areas of water bodies, water 
courses, seeps and springs whose waters provide soil moisture sufficiently in excess of that 
otherwise available locally, so as to provide a more moist habitat than that of contiguous flood 
plains and uplands. 

Riparian Ecosystems: (1) Those assemblages of plants, animals, and aquatic communities 
whose presence can be either directly or indirectly attributed to factors, which are water-
influenced or related.  (2) Interacting system between aquatic and terrestrial situations, identified 
by soil characteristics, and distinctive vegetation (riparian vegetation) that requires or tolerates 
free or unbound water. 

Riparian Vegetation:  Plant communities dependent upon the presence of free water near the 
ground surface (high water table). 

(S) 

Salting: (1) Providing salt as a mineral supplement for animals.  (2) Placing salt on the range in 
such a manner as to improve distribution of livestock grazing. 

Scale:  In ecosystem management, it refers to the degree of resolution at which ecosystems are 
observed or measured. 

Scoping:  The ongoing processes to determine public opinion, receive comments and 
suggestions, and determine issues during the environmental analysis process.  It may involve 
public meetings, telephone conversations, or letters. 

Season of Use:  The season of the year when livestock, wildlife, or humans use a resource. 

Sediment:  Solid material, both mineral and organic, that is in suspension, being transported, or 
has been moved from its site or origin by air, water, gravity, or ice, which will ultimately settle to 
the bottom of a watercourse. 

Sensitive Species:  Those plant or animal species that are susceptible or vulnerable to activity 
impacts or habitat alterations and will be managed similar to threatened or endangered species.  
The Forest Service policy is to ensure that species would not be affected in such a manner as to 
have them listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered.  The policy for the 
management of Forest Service sensitive species is contained in FSM 2670.32, 6/23/95 
(http://fsweb.wo.fs.fed.us/directives/fsm/2600/).  

http://fsweb.wo.fs.fed.us/directives/fsm/2600/
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Soil:  The unconsolidated mineral or organic material on the immediate surface of the earth that 
serves as a natural medium for the growth of land plants.  The unconsolidated mineral or organic 
matter on the surface of the earth that has been subjected to and shows effects of genetic and 
environmental factors of: climate (including water and temperature effects), and macro- and 
microorganisms, conditioned by relief, acting on parent material over a period of time.  A 
product-soil differs from the material from which it is derived in many physical, chemical, 
biological, and morphological properties and characteristics. 

Soil Productivity:  The capability of a soil for producing a specified plant or sequence of plants 
under specific management. 

Stability:  The ability of the channel banks and bottom to resist the erosive powers of flowing 
water.  Inherent stability refers to the potential stability of a riparian system. 

Stable:  The condition of little or no perceived change in plant communities that are in relative 
equilibrium with existing environmental conditions; describes persistent but not necessarily 
culminating stages (climax) in plant succession.  Implies a high degree of resilience to minor 
perturbations. 

Standard:  Standards specify the desire result in specific enough terms to provide meaningful 
direction and to permit compliance to be measured or verified.  Standards can, however, be 
phrased to require different levels of compliance.  In some cases, there will be a need to establish 
absolute limits.  In other cases, some discretion may be permitted; in these cases, the standard can 
be written to build in the permissible discretion. 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO):  The appointed State official charged with 
administration of the National Historic Preservation Act on State lands, and charged with 
consultation regarding cultural resources on Federal lands in Nevada. 

Stocking/Stocking Rate:  The number of specific kinds and classes of livestock grazing or 
utilizing a unit of land for a specific time period. 

Stream Bottom:  The substrate plane, bounded by the streambanks, over which the stream water 
flows. 

Streambank Alteration (%):  The percent of streambank that has been degraded by livestock 
trampling during the current grazing season. 

Streambank Stability:  The ability of the channel banks and bottom to resist the erosive powers 
of moving water.  Inherent stability refers to the potential stability of a riparian system. 

Structure:  How parts of ecosystems are arranged, both horizontally and vertically.  Structure 
might reveal a pattern, or mosaic, or total randomness of vegetation. 

Summer Range:  Range that is used by livestock or wildlife during the summer months. 

(T) 

Terracing:  A generally horizontal strip of earth along a hill, on or nearly on a contour, used as a 
trail by livestock or wildlife. 

Threatened Species:  Those plant or animal species likely to become endangered throughout all 
or a specific portion of their ranges within the foreseeable future as designated by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.  The policy for the management 
of Federally listed threatened species is contained in FSM 2670.31, 6/23/95 
(http://fsweb.wo.fs.fed.us/directives/fsm/2600/). 

http://fsweb.wo.fs.fed.us/directives/fsm/2600/
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Topography:  The configuration (arrangements) of land surface including its relief, elevation, 
and the position of its natural and manmade structures. 

Trailing:  The practice by livestock producers of moving herds of livestock from one pasture to 
another by forcing the herd to follow a designated route used year after year, across public and 
private land and along public roadways. 

Trampling: treading under foot, the damage to plants or soil brought about by movements or 
congestion of animals. 

Trend:  The direction of change in ecological status or resource value ratings observed over time. 

(U) 

Unauthorized Use:  Livestock on the National Forest in violation of 36 CFR 261.7, a crime 
punishable by fine and/or imprisonment.  Unauthorized use normally involves a non-permittee.  
Unauthorized use would apply to a grazing permittee only when a violation is clearly not related 
to use authorized by the grazing permit. 

Understory:  An underlying layer of low vegetation. 

Undertakings: (specific to the National Historic Preservation Act (Sec. 106)) ”Undertaking 
means a project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under the direct or indirect 
jurisdiction of a Federal agency, including those carried out by or on behalf of a Federal agency; 
those carried out with Federal financial assistance; those requiring a Federal permit, license, or 
approval; and those subject to state or local regulation administered pursuant to a delegation or 
approval by a Federal Agency.” - Definition from: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 
Part II: Protection of Historic Properties; Recommended Approach for Consultation on Recovery 
of Significant Information From Archaeological Sites; Final Rule and Notice. 1999. 36 CFR Part 
800.  In the Federal Register, Vol. 64, No. 95.  Tuesday, May 18, 1999; Rules and Regulations.  
P. 27084 

Uplands:  Land at a higher elevation, in general, than the alluvial plain or stream terrace; land 
above the foot slope zone of the hill slope continuum. 

Use: (1) The proportion of current year’s forage production that is consumed or destroyed by 
grazing animals.  May refer either to a single species or to the vegetation as a whole.  (2) 
Utilization of range for a purpose such as grazing, bedding, shelter, trailing, watering, watershed, 
recreation, forestry, etc. 

Utilization: Use. 

(V) 

Vegetation:  Plants in general, or the sum total of the plant life above and below ground in an 
area. 

Vegetation Community Type:  An aggregation of all plant communities distinguished by 
floristic and structural similarities in both overstory and undergrowth layers.  A unit of vegetation 
within a classification. 

Vegetation Type:   A plant community with distinguishable characteristics. 

Vegetative:  Relating to nutritive and growth functions of plant life, in contrast to reproductive 
functions.  Should not be confused with vegetation. 

Vigor:  Relates to the relative robustness of a plant in comparison to other individuals of the 
same species.  It is reflected primarily by the size of a plant and its parts in relation to its age and 
the environment in which it is growing, plant vigor. 
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(W) 

Water Developments:  Structures installed to provide water for livestock where it does not 
naturally exist.  Water developments may be constructed stock ponds, spring developments, and 
ditches or pipe systems bringing water from a water source to another location.  Water 
developments are usually designed to accomplish one of three purposes: to provide water in areas 
where no natural surface water exists; to increase the availability of water to livestock where 
surface water naturally exists; and to provide alternative water locations near riparian areas and 
seeps needing particular protection from livestock. 

Water Table:  The upper surface of groundwater.  Below it, soil is saturated with water. 

Wet Meadow:  A meadow where the surface remains wet or moist throughout the growing 
season, usually characterized by sedges and rushes. 

Winter Range:  Range that is use by livestock or wildlife during the winter months. 

Woody Debris: The residue left on the ground after a fire, storm, timber cutting, or other event.  
Woody debris includes unused logs, uprooted stumps, broken or uprooted stems, branches, bark, 
etc. 

(X) 
Xeric:  Characterized by, relating to, or requiring only a small amount of moisture. 
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Draft Allotment Management Plan 
Black Rock Allotment 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 
Ely Ranger District 

2014 
*This Allotment Management Plan is made a part of your Term Grazing Permit in 
accordance with Part 3 Item “Management Practices” of that permit, approved on 
________________ 2014 by Forest Supervisor XXX. 

Allotment Management 
Objective(s):  Livestock grazing will be authorized in a manner that will meet or move 
toward the following resource objective(s) and desired conditions in a timely manner: 

Multiple-use goals in the Forest Plan that apply to livestock grazing and rangeland 
resources are: 
 Goal #10 

“Identify and protect, interpret and manage significant cultural resources.” 
 Goal #14 

Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on 
maintaining or improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges 
(measured in acres), in cooperation with Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

 Goal #15 
Manage classified species, such as bald eagle (E), peregrine falcon (E), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (T), and Bonneville cutthroat trout (S) habitat, to maintain or 
enhance their status through coordination with other land use programs, agency 
cooperation, and direct habitat improvements.   
(Note:  E = endangered, T = threatened, S = Sensitive) 

 Goal # 16 
Specifies that all allotments are managed “…to maintain suitable range presently 
in satisfactory ecological condition, and improve suitable range in less than 
satisfactory condition.”  

 Goal # 17 
Is that the rangeland should be managed to “…produce a sustained yield of forage 
on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing while maintaining or 
enhancing the productivity of the land.”  

 Goal # 18 
Provides direction to “manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to 
wet meadows and riparian areas, and fisheries habitat.” 

 Goal # 19 
To “reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter 
ranges.”  

 Goal # 21 
To “maintain sensitive plant species.”  

 Goal #24 
Emphasize the control of Priority 1 noxious weeds. 
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 Goal #29 
Provide water and soil input to other resource activities to protect or improve 
water quality and soil productivity. 

 Goal #32 
Design and implement practices on the ground that would re-establish acceptable 
soil, hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and 
maintain favorable water flow. 

 Goal #33  
Identify habitat types on the Forest to assist management decisions concerning 
resource use. 

Desired Conditions: 
Within the framework of the Forest Plan as amended, it is the desired future condition of 
the Forest and the District to:  
 Have allotment management plans that incorporate objectives and guidelines to 

improve coordination with other resources;  
 Improve the amount of range in satisfactory ecological condition;  
 Strengthen the noxious weed control effort; and  
 Provide forage for livestock production. 
 Desired conditions will be established as follows, and progress toward meeting 

those desired conditions measured on the following benchmark areas or 
landscapes: 

 
Benchmarks/Key Areas 

PLOT 
CODE PLOT NAME COMMUNITY TYPE DATUM ZONE EAST NORTH 

327-002 WHITE RIVER PASS 
CANYON BLACK SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 629588 4312664 

315-001 MUSTANG SPRING BLACK SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 627787 4319040 

315-002 FREELAND CANYON BLACK SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 627981 4325492 

23019 CORDUROY BASIN DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 636089 4316739 

316-005 BLACKROCK 
WILLOW SPRING 

DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 83 11 635197 4321196 

316-002 FREELAND SPRING MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 83 11 635197 4321196 

327-001 SAWMILL SPRING WET MEADOW NAD 27 11 629486 4309678 

336-001 SILVER SPRING WET MEADOW NAD 83 11 631507 4300562 

 

 “Livestock grazing is allowed, and contributes to the attainment of healthy rangelands to 
sustain multiple uses…..provides summer forage for cattle when water is available on 
slopes < 35%….livestock grazing is used to maintain or improve big game summer range 
where suitable cover is available….livestock grazing will maintain for sage grouse 
summer and brood rearing habitat on upland rangelands.” 

Management: 
 Authorized Use will be approximately xxx cow/calf pairs for an average of xxx 

head months (or for not to exceed an on date of 6/16 to an off date of 10/15. 
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 Yearlings may be substituted for mature cow/calf pairs at a conversion factor 
based on their weight at time of entry to the allotment (based on one AUM being 
equal to the forage requirement of a 1000-pound cow with a calf less than 6 
months of age).  Total animal unit months capacity under current management for 
the allotment is estimated at xxx. 

 Mature cows significantly heavier than 1000 pounds will require an adjustment in 
authorized numbers and seasons to maintain actual AUM’s.  

 Seasons of use may vary between 6/1 and 10/30.   

 Approximate rotation schedule (to be adjusted via the AOI based on monitoring 
results from the previous year(s): 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2009 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
      
      
      

                                    
Total    

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2010 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
      

      
      

                                    
Total    

 
Allowable Use and Other Standards: 
Allowable use standards may be adjusted as provided for in the NEPA Decision for this 
allotment to adapt to monitoring results indicating a need for change.  Actual pasture 
moves are to be completed by the time that:  

a) The allowable use standard is reached on any of the key areas, or  
b) The scheduled off date occurs, whichever occurs first. 
c) In the case of more than one standard being applicable to a given pasture, the 
standard being reached first will dictate pasture move. 

  
This will usually necessitate beginning the move one or more days prior to reaching the 
allowable use standard or the scheduled off date.  Any livestock use occurring after the 
scheduled off date must be approved in advance by the Forest Officer and will be based 
on an estimate of forage remaining until allowable use standards are reached.  Be sure the 
Forest Officer is made aware of your pasture moves before they begin. 
 
Herbaceous Species: 
The Forest applies utilization standards to both riparian and upland herbaceous species.  
Trigger points for proper use in riparian and upland areas are from 0-XX % for 
herbaceous vegetation depending on current condition.  Proper use, based on existing 
grazing management and setting should be checked against trend data to determine if the 
current proper use is appropriate or may need to be adjusted (Swanson et al, 2006). 
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Utilization Standards for Herbaceous Vegetation 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Non-Riparian Up to 50% Up to 40% Up to 30% 
Aspen Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
All Meadows Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
Stream/Riparian Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
 
Woody Species:  
Woody riparian species play an important role in some riparian systems, providing shade, 
nesting and foraging habitat for wildlife, and roots and stems for roughness and 
streambank stability.  Other woody species provide important wildlife habitat in uplands.  
Many of these species are palatable to livestock and/or wildlife.  Excessive use of woody 
species can prevent regeneration and limit density, height, canopy volume, or habitat 
quantity and quality.  Specific use levels on woody species are used as triggers for 
livestock movement.  Use levels for woody species should not be used as a long-term 
resource objective.  Trigger points for livestock on woody species are from 0-35%, 
depending on current condition. 
 
Utilization Standards for Woody Vegetation 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Non-Riparian 
(bitterbrush, 
snowberry, 
serviceberry) 

Up to 35% Up to 25% Up to 15% 

Aspen Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Stream/Riparian  Up to 30% Up to 20% Up to 10% 
 
Soil Disturbance/Streambank Alteration: 
Stable soils and streambanks maintain soil productivity, decrease rates of erosion, 
improve water quality, and aquatic habitat.  Trigger points for livestock on soil 



 Appendix G 
 

G-5 
 

disturbance and/or streambank disturbance are from 0-20%, depending on current 
condition. 
 
Disturbance/Alteration Standards for Soils and Streambanks 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Soil Disturbance or 
Streambank 
Alteration 

Up to 20% Up to 20% Up to 10% 

 
Livestock Management 
 
 Salt and Supplement Placement – Salt or supplement can be used to improve 

distribution of livestock into areas of light use and to lessen grazing impacts to 
key areas.   
o All salt or supplement will be placed away from key areas and available 

water, in areas where livestock is usually light.   
o It should be moved progressively to allow animals to find it and to become 

used to grazing in the vicinity.  Animals may also need to be herded to the salt 
and bedded in the general vicinity.   

o In no case will salt or supplement be placed closer than ¼ mile to streams, 
springs, water developments, or other wetlands without prior approval of the 
Forest Officer.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed within tree regeneration areas where the 
smallest trees are less than three feet tall.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed near trailheads, on open roads, in areas 
of concentrated public use, or in other areas where such placement is liable to 
result in conflicts with other Forest or Grassland users. 

o Unless otherwise agreed to by the Forest Officer, salt or supplement shall be 
removed from a pasture when the livestock are removed. 

 
 Range Readiness and Turn On – livestock entry onto the allotment or into a 

specific pasture or camp area will not be authorized until the soils are dry enough 
to withstand grazing and forage plants are ready to be grazed.  After a sufficient 
time for mothering up, livestock are to be distributed throughout the pasture on 
the same day as they are turned out.  In no case is it acceptable to leave the 
livestock to distribute themselves.  Livestock are not to be turned out onto areas of 
resource concern such as riparian areas, areas near concentrated public use, 
trailheads, and so forth.  Coordinate with the Forest Officer to ensure that we are 
not creating problems for ourselves.  Permission for initial turn out must be 
obtained from the Forest Officer at least 5 days in advance.  General rangeland 
readiness indicators are attached at the end of this AMP. 

 
 Pasture Move Dates - scheduled pasture movements as established by the plan 

are necessarily flexible.  Actual moves will be determined, to the extent practical, 
by on-the-ground inspections.  
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o The permittee will plan to have the pasture move completed by the 
scheduled date shown in the Annual Operating Instructions, or by the time 
that the allowable use level is reached on any one of the Key Areas within 
the given pasture, whichever occurs first.  Any changes in this must be 
agreed to in advance by the Forest Officer.  

o It is the permittees responsibility to maintain a current knowledge of the 
status of the unit with regard to allowable use standards and current use 
levels and to either plan on moving early, if needed, or to request an 
extension, if justified.  

o If actual use on all of the key areas in the pasture is less than the allowable 
use standards by the scheduled move date, the permittee may request 
approval to remain in the unit for additional time.  If the permittee believes 
that additional time is justified, the Forest Officer must be notified at least 
five (5) days in advance to permit an adequate inspection and 
determination. 

 
 Allotment/Pasture Exit – The off date for a pasture is the date when livestock 

are to be fully out of a unit, or in the case of the last unit, fully off the allotment.   
o The Forest Service recognizes that moves from one pasture to another cannot 

usually be accomplished in one day.  It is your responsibility to begin early 
movements of livestock to ensure that pastures are clean by the dates 
specified.  Early movement shall not exceed five days unless approved in 
advance by the Forest Officer. 

o Extensions of the grazing season if desired and justified, must be requested at 
least 21 days in advance of the off date to allow time for inspection and 
preparation/payment of the bill for collection.  Extensions may be granted 
only if they meet the management constraints that have been specified 
regarding season of use, allowable use or other standards, and so forth.   

o Failure to completely remove livestock from a pasture by the off date may 
result in action being taken against the grazing permit(s). 

o Livestock remaining on the National Forest System lands after the end of the 
authorized grazing season must be billed for at the unauthorized use rate, and 
may be cause for action to be taken against the grazing permit. 

 
 Areas Closed to Grazing -       

  
 Riding and Herding – Depending on the pasture, the permittee should spend as 

much time as needed in moving livestock away from areas of concern (meadows, 
riparian areas, key areas, and so forth) and into areas of normally light use.  This 
is entirely to the benefit of the permittee as it allows the livestock to make use of 
forage that otherwise will not be grazed before allowable use standards are met in 
the key areas and the livestock are required to be removed from the pasture. 

 
Permittees are encouraged to employ gentle herding techniques based on slow 
movement, herding in the afternoon and early evening rather than morning, 
bedding livestock in the desired area overnight, letting the livestock respond to 
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your movements, rather than pushing them hard, and so forth.  This has proven to 
result in better overall distribution with less stress on the livestock. 

 
 Crossing Permits – Any livestock movement across National Forest System 

lands other than within the permitted allotment and the permitted season must be 
done under a crossing permit.  This permit can be obtained through the Forest 
Officer. 

 
 Access and Travel Management – The permittee is authorized to use Off 

Highway Vehicles (OHV) on existing roads and trails in order to facilitate their 
administration of this term grazing permit.  OHV use off existing roads and trails 
is allowed in order to maintain structural range improvements, place salt, and 
remove dead livestock as needed. 

 
 Livestock Monitoring – The Forest Service may require all permitted livestock 

on the allotment to be ear tagged with the numbered tags to be provided by the 
Forest Service.  If this is done, the permittee will be responsible for ensuring that 
all tags are accounted for, that tags for animals to be sold are returned to the 
Forest Service for exchange, and that no livestock without proper tagging are 
allowed on the allotment. 

 
 Disposal of Dead livestock - Any dead livestock will be moved to a location 

greater than 200 feet from water and out of view from roads, trails, or other areas 
of concentrated public use.  The key is to do what is feasible to avoid potentials 
for conflict. 

 
 Coordination for Animal Damage Management - neither the permittee nor his 

/her employees shall use or place poison or devices for predator control on the 
National Forest.  Animal damage management activities will be carried out by 
APHIS or by the U.S.D.A. Wildlife Services, whichever has the responsibility for 
the offending species.  If predation problems arise, the permittee shall notify, as 
soon as possible, the Forest Officer and that Officer shall assess the need for 
animal damage management activities and notify the appropriate agency as 
warranted.  This clause is not meant to preclude the permittee from taking actions 
to protect livestock that are under immediate threat if compliance with appropriate 
State law and regulation is ensured.  It is the permittees responsibility to work 
with the State agency to fully understand those laws and regulations. 

  
 Wilderness - Livestock management in wilderness requires special consideration 

of the wilderness values.  Motorized vehicle use may be permitted under special 
circumstances, as may the use of motorized equipment.  If there is a need for such 
permission, please contact your Forest Officer. 

 
o Manage your livestock within wilderness to minimize impacts on the 

natural environment and to avoid conflict with other users of the area. 
 

 Noxious Weed Prevention Practices – It is the permittees responsibility to 
ensure that your livestock do not contribute to the transport of noxious weeds onto 
the allotment. 
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o By USDA order 04-00-097, all non-pelletized hay, straw or mulch 

possessed, stored, or transported on National Forest System Lands, in 
individual bales or containers, must be tagged or marked as noxious weed 
free, or must have the original and current evidence of noxious weed free 
certification documentation present.  All markings must meet the State 
and/or county standards for certification as noxious weed free. 

 
o If the animals are coming on to the Forest/Grassland from lands known to 

contain noxious weeds, they will be held on clean forage or fed weed free 
hay for several days to allow the majority of the seeds to pass before turn 
on. 

 
o Any equipment used in the transport of livestock, including horse trailers 

and stock trucks, should be washed before coming onto the allotment, if 
they have been used in areas where noxious weeds are present. 

 
o Any hay, straw or other feeds used on the allotment either shall be 

certified as being free of noxious weeds, or shall consist of heat treated 
pelletized feeds. 

 
o Any seed used on the allotment must be tested by a certified laboratory to 

AOSA standards and certified to meet State standards based on the All 
States Noxious Weed list. 

 
o Your assistance in locating noxious weed sites and reporting them to your 

Forest Officer is greatly appreciated.  If you are able and willing to assist 
in treating noxious weeds, please work with your Forest Officer to 
determine how best to help.  
 

 Heritage Resources – Known heritage sites:  It is prohibited to disturb, collect, or 
in any way knowlingly damage any prehistoric, historic, or archaeological 
resource.  New discoveries. If previously unidentified cultural resources are 
discovered, care shall be taken by the permittee and the Forest Service to ensure 
that such sites are not disturbed.  The permittee shall notify the Forest Officer as 
soon as possible if a new site is found so that appropriate evaluation and 
mitigation measures can be made. 

 
Resource-Specific Design Features 
Design features for sage grouse, sensitive/rare plants, heritage resources, pygmy rabbits, 
and drought as detailed below: 
 
 Sage grouse critical breeding complexes (leks and nesting habitat within two 

miles of each lek), are not grazed during the reproductive season.  Additionally, 
grazing restrictions may apply to any other critical habitat, such as critical 
wintering areas. 
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 On brood-rearing meadows that are not at desired functioning condition, grazing 
restrictions implemented during brooding season.  Implementation might include 
the use of letdown fences around critical habitats such as leks, removing livestock 
grazing from the critical areas, or changing the season of use in critical areas. 

 
 Planned future activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use, such as 

salting, placement of watering sources, and placement of temporary handling 
facilities shall not occur any closer than 0.25 miles of known sensitive and rare 
plant locations. 

 
 Future livestock concentrating activities do not occur in potential habitat for 

sensitive plant species until surveys completed.  Where placement has already 
affected known sensitive and rare plant locations, the activity will be evaluated for 
its adverse effects and a determination made on whether or not design criteria is 
required to provide adequate protection.  Surveys in potential habitat will also 
include existing activities that concentrate livestock use. 

 
 Training will be provided with field tours for appropriate personnel to familiarize 

them with the Rare and Sensitive plants and their habitat.  We will place reports in 
the project file and would contain training provided, surveys preformed, 
monitoring results, and management activities. 

 
 Placement of salt blocks, watering sources, or other range supplements likely to 

concentrate animals in small areas, will be placed to avoid potentially eligible 
heritage resource sites.  Where supplement placement has already affected 
heritage sites, movement should be considered if the site is considered potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
 Before livestock concentration activities such as salting, trailing, and water 

developments are placed within potential pygmy rabbit habitat, these areas will be 
surveyed for denning areas. 

 
 Permittees will not place livestock on the Forest when soil moisture levels would 

result in damage to soils and use appropriate management practices such as 
temporary fences, where practical, to protect soils sensitive to impacts from 
livestock grazing. 

 
 Precipitation data will be analyzed prior to the beginning of the grazing season in 

order to determine drought status.  If drought conditions exist, adjustments might 
be made to numbers of animals or length of time on the allotments. 

 
Rangeland Improvements 
Proposed Improvements:  
       

       

 All work will be completed under a cooperative agreement with an approximately 
50:50 cost share. 



G-10 

 
Appendix G 
 

 
 
 

 Proposed improvements shown are a part of an adaptive management system.  
Unless otherwise stated above, the actual decision to construct the improvement 
will be based on information derived from monitoring indicating the need as 
provided for in the NEPA Decision for this allotment.  All improvements shown 
are evaluated in the project level NEPA for this allotment as potential adaptive 
options. 

 Required clearances (including ESA and Cultural Resources) will be completed 
prior to initiation of construction. 

 
Maintenance Responsibility: 
Maintenance responsibilities are shown on the attached map (listed by permittee) and on 
the rangeland improvement inventory sheet attached.  The assigned maintenance may 
change over time to reflect changing needs.  When this occurs, the change will be 
implemented by modification of the term grazing permit. 
 Maintenance of all assigned improvements will be to the attached standards. 

o All maintenance must be done annually whether the allotment is actually 
grazed or not. 

o Maintenance must occur throughout the season and cannot be a one-time 
action. 

o Damage resulting from big game, wind or other acts of nature, or human 
caused actions, must be repaired in a timely manner so as to insure the 
integrity of the structure. 

o If serious or repeated problems occur, the permittee will contact the Forest 
Officer and work to determine a long-term solution to the problems. 

o All maintenance of exterior fences must be completed prior to the earlier 
turn on of either the permittee(s) on this allotment, or the adjacent 
allotment permittee(s).  It is the permittees responsibility to ensure that the 
necessary coordination occurs between adjacent allotments to ensure that 
maintenance is completed in a timely manner. 

o Interior fences must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected unit. 
o All water developments must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected 

unit. 
o Amortized improvements (improvements that have met their planned life 

expectancy) shall be scheduled for replacement under a permit 
modification.  The permittee should work with the Forest Officer to 
develop a list of amortized improvements.  Scheduling will depend on 
funding availability as well as the ability to ensure that necessary 
clearances are obtained. 

o The Forest Service will spot check maintenance as time permits and will 
report any unsatisfactory findings to the permittee. 
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o Failure to complete the assigned maintenance in a timely manner and to 
standard may be cause for actions to be taken against the grazing permit.  
These actions may include suspension or cancellation in whole or in part 
depending on the extent and severity of the non-compliance. 

 
Management Options:   
If implementation monitoring shows that allowable use or other standards are not being 
met, one or more of the following options may be implemented: 

 Fence, either hard or electric, the affected riparian area 
 changing the timing and/or amount of time livestock are in any particular area 
 increasing riding to improve distribution 
 changing salting locations 
 changing triggers 

 
If long term monitoring on the benchmark sites indicates that desired condition objectives 
are not being met or moved toward in a timely manner, one or more of the following 
options may be implemented: 

 permitted numbers and seasons of use may be modified 
 allowable use standards may be modified 

 
Over the long term, if necessary, to balance the permitted numbers and/or season with the 
livestock manager’s ability to meet annual use indicators and long-term objectives.  The 
amount of adjustment in seasons or numbers of livestock is usually dependent on the 
effectiveness of the permittee’s livestock management.  The amount of change will be 
based on monitoring.  Any permanent changes to numbers or seasons will be made 
through the term grazing permit and is not subject to further environmental analysis. 

 
Monitoring & Evaluation:  Monitoring has two key aspects.  The first, 
Implementation Monitoring, is designed to show that we are doing what we said that we 
would do.  In other words, that we are using pastures as planned, meeting the allowable 
use standards, maintaining improvements as specified, and so forth.  Much of this 
monitoring is the permittee responsibility to a large degree.  The second, Effectiveness 
Monitoring, is designed to tell us whether what we are doing is working as planned and to 
what degree. 

Short-Term Monitoring (Implementation) 
 Informal Inspections - Informal inspections will be made as the opportunity 

arises, such as when the Forest Officer is working in the area or is passing 
through the allotment.  Although they are not formal inspections, they will 
often reveal problems or opportunities.  Permittees will be notified by phone 
of any problems needing immediate attention.  In addition, any significant 
observations will be documented in writing, and a copy of the inspection 
report will be sent to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Formal Inspections - Formal inspections will be held as possible with an attempt 
made to include each of the major pastures.  The permittee may be requested 
to accompany the Forest Officer during the inspections.  Significant findings 
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from these inspections will be documented in a letter or inspection note to 
the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Permittee Compliance Monitoring - It is the Permittees responsibility for 
ensuring that maintenance is completed to standard and on time, that livestock 
do not enter the allotment or pasture prior to the approved entry date, that 
livestock are removed from pastures and the allotment as specified, and that 
livestock do not enter or re-enter pastures that either have already been grazed, 
or that are planned for rest.  The permittee(s) will monitor the allotment 
continuously throughout the grazing season, will document the findings, and 
will coordinate with the Forest Officer to resolve any problems in a timely 
manner. 

 Allowable Use Monitoring - Monitoring of allowable use on Key areas is the 
joint responsibility of the Forest Service and the permittee(s).  Although the 
Forest Service will make every effort to assist the permittee in ensuring 
compliance with the standards, the permittee has the ultimate responsibility for 
ensuring that the allowable use standards are met. 

 Information from the Forest Service to the permittee when Forest Service 
monitoring is conducted, will indicate current findings, the standard being 
applied, and will indicate specific action expected of the permittee and the 
expected timeframes for that action, to ensure that standards are met or that non-
compliance is brought back into compliance.  This documentation may be 
delivered verbally in a timely manner and will be documented in writing.  

 The permittee is also required to maintain written documentation of monitoring 
conducted by him/her, and to share this information with the Forest Officer on a 
timely basis. 

 
Long-term Monitoring (Effectiveness) 
The Forest Service will conduct most of the Effectiveness Monitoring on the allotment.  
You are encouraged to participate and can receive the results of any monitoring simply 
by asking.  We will also demonstrate techniques if you are interested. 

You are encouraged to conduct camera point monitoring and to share the information 
with your Forest Officer.  Camera points are easy to set up and are excellent at showing 
longer-term trends in plant health.  Your Forest Officer can work with you to show what 
camera points we currently are monitoring, to suggest areas where camera points are 
needed, and to help you to learn our camera point monitoring system.  The following 
benchmark areas will be used for this monitoring.  The following also describes the type 
of monitoring that may be used and an approximate frequency of 5-10 years. 

 Rapid Assessment Matrices, 
 Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) Protocol, 
 Photographic points, and 

 Rooted Nested Frequency 
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Annual Operating Instructions  
Each year at the annual permittee meeting (or through correspondence if no meeting is 
held), the permittee, and the Forest Service will develop a set of Annual Operating 
Instructions (AOI) based on this Allotment Management Plan.  Where feasible, multiple 
years AOI’s may be employed with annual written amendments as necessary.  The AOI 
will detail the current season’s management schedule, maintenance responsibilities, 
rangeland development program, allowable use standards, key areas, and so forth.  The 
AOI will become an amendment to this AMP and as such, a part of the Term Grazing 
Permit. 
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Appendices 
 
 

Appendix A: Range Readiness Indicators 
 
 

Grasses: 
 Fescue spp. – leaves average 5-8 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Prairie Junegrass – leaves average about 5 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Kentucky bluegrass – seed heads present 
 Western wheatgrass – leaves average 6-8 inches in height 
 Stipa spp. – leaves average 6 inches or more in height, headed out to blooming 
 
Grasslikes: 
 Carex spp. – heads blooming 
 Water sedge – leaves average 7 inches, heading out 
 
Forbs: 
 Balsamroot – full to past blooming 
 Indian paintbrush – full bloom 
 Low larkspur – full to past bloom 
 Tall larkspur – full growth, blooming to past bloom 
 Geranium – full to past bloom 
 Lupine – early to full bloom 
 Penstemon – full to past bloom 
 Mules Ear – full bloom to plants starting to dry 
 
Shrubs: 
 Serviceberry – fruit forming 
 Mountain Mahogany – fully leafed 
 Aspen – fully leafed, deep green 
 Shrubby cinquefoil – full bloom 
 Chokecherry – full to past blooming 
 Bitterbrush – in bloom 
 Current/gooseberry – flowering 50% or more 

Willow – fully leafed 
 
Soils: 
Soils shall be firm and moisture content low enough to ensure that: 

o Soils will not be compacted by grazing activity – especially on fine textured 
soils 

o Sod cover in meadows will not be broken by hoof action 
o Seedlings will not be pulled out of the ground 
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Appendix B – Structural Improvement Maintenance Standards 
 

Water Development Maintenance Standards: 
 

Troughs: 
 Shall be capable of holding water for the intended purpose.  Holes are to be 

plugged or the trough replaced. 
 Troughs are to be level and accessible by all ages of livestock. 
 Metal troughs shall have treated wood or rock supports under them to prevent 

rusting.  The surrounding area (20-foot diameter) shall be reasonably dry with 
gravel or other materials in place to ensure adequate drainage. 

 Troughs will be provided with an escape ramp to allow small birds and animals to 
get out.  This will be placed either in a corner or along one side so that swimming 
animals can easily locate and climb it.  

 Troughs will be cleaned annually with debris removed and shall contain no more 
than two inches of mud, needles, and so forth on the bottom. 

 
Pipelines: 
 Inlet pipe shall carry water from the source to the trough and not leak. 
 Drainpipe from trough shall be kept open, operating, and able to drain 

overflow away from trough to keep area 20 feet around the trough reasonably 
dry. 

 The inlet and overflow pipe shall be covered with soil, rock, logs, etc. to 
protect it.  The overflow shall return to the stream system. 

 Water shall not leak between the source and the pipeline 
 
Spring Developments: 
 The spring source shall be protected from livestock or big game trampling to 

prevent soil displacement, turbidity, and loss of water. 
 A reasonable amount of the available water supply shall flow from the spring 

into the pipe. 
 Spring boxes are to be kept clean of debris. 

 
Stock ponds, pit tanks, and reservoirs: 
 When more than half of the storage is lost due to siltation, the pond, or reservoir 

shall be cleaned out. 
 Soil displacement shall be prevented in spillways.  This may require riprap 

placement around the spillway and along the outflow channel or may be 
accomplished with suitable vegetative cover. 

 If ponds are not sealing adequately, bentonite or other sealers will be used. 
  

 
Fence Maintenance Standards: 

 
Clearing: 

 The fence right of way is six feet wide and ten feet high on each side of 
the fence. 
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 All logs, trees, limbs, slash, brush, and other material will be removed 
from the right-of-way unless otherwise specified. 

 
Wire: 
 All broken wire shall be spliced with good condition barbed wire or double strand 
barbless wire.  The splice shall be fastened to the existing wire using a “pigtail” with 
at least three wraps. 
 Three or more splices in a distance of 20 feet will be replaced with a single splice. 
 Wire will be pulled tight using wire stretchers (no twisting of wire to take up 
slack). 
 Wire will be tied off with at least three wraps at all anchor points. 
 Wire spacing, stay spacing, tie downs, etc. will be as per the original construction. 

 
Staples and Nails: 
 Missing staples shall be replaced.  Re-staple all loose wires.  Staple shall not be 
driven home but to a point just where the barbwire will render or give. 
 Missing nails shall be replaced.  Use 50d or 60d nails. 

 
Gates: 
 Gates will be repaired or replaced to at least the same standard as originally 
constructed.  They will be capable of being opened and closed by the public. 
 When tightening bars are rebuilt, a chain will be used. 
 Metal gates will be repaired by welding breaks and will be hung so they do not 
drag. 

 
Jacks, Brace Posts, Corner braces, Stays, etc. 
 All wood brace structures that are no longer able to perform their designed 
function will be reconstructed or replaced. 
 Steel posts will be replaced if twisted or broken.  Steel posts may also be added to 
existing fences to provide additional support. 

 
Let Down Fences 
 All “let down” fences will be fully laid on the ground prior to onset of winter and 
will be fully upright and maintained prior to livestock entry to the affected area. 

 
Buck and Pole Fences, Worm Fences, etc. 
 Fences must be in an upright, serviceable position.  Legs that are spreading and 
lowering the overall height of the fence must be replaced or stabilized. 
 All broken or rotten materials must be replaced. 

 
Corrals and Livestock Handling Facilities 
 Replace all boards that are broken or rotting.   

 Facilities may be used by the public and need to be safe.  Keep area clean with 
regard to wire, nails, old boards, etc. 
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Draft Allotment Management Plan 
Cherry Creek Allotment 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 
Ely Ranger District 

2014 
*This Allotment Management Plan is made a part of your Term Grazing Permit in 
accordance with Part 3 Item “Management Practices” of that permit, approved on 
__________ 2014 by Forest Supervisor XXX. 

Allotment Management 
Objective(s):  Livestock grazing will be authorized in a manner that will meet or move 
toward the following resource objective(s) and desired conditions in a timely manner: 

Multiple-use goals in the Forest Plan that apply to livestock grazing and rangeland 
resources are: 
 Goal #10 

“Identify and protect, interpret and manage significant cultural resources.” 
 Goal #14 

Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on 
maintaining or improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges 
(measured in acres), in cooperation with Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

 Goal #15 
Manage classified species, such as bald eagle (E), peregrine falcon (E), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (T), and Bonneville cutthroat trout (S) habitat, to maintain or 
enhance their status through coordination with other land use programs, agency 
cooperation, and direct habitat improvements.   
(Note:  E = endangered, T = threatened, S = Sensitive) 

 Goal # 16 
Specifies that all allotments are managed “…to maintain suitable range presently 
in satisfactory ecological condition, and improve suitable range in less than 
satisfactory condition.”  

 Goal # 17 
Is that the rangeland should be managed to “…produce a sustained yield of forage 
on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing while maintaining or 
enhancing the productivity of the land.”  

 Goal # 18 
Provides direction to “manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to 
wet meadows and riparian areas, and fisheries habitat.” 

 Goal # 19 
To “reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter 
ranges.”  

 Goal # 21 
To “maintain sensitive plant species.”  

 Goal #24 
Emphasize the control of Priority 1 noxious weeds. 
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 Goal #29 
Provide water and soil input to other resource activities to protect or improve 
water quality and soil productivity. 

 Goal #32 
Design and implement practices on the ground that would re-establish acceptable 
soil, hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and 
maintain favorable water flow. 

 Goal #33  
Identify habitat types on the Forest to assist management decisions concerning 
resource use. 

Desired Conditions: 
Within the framework of the Forest Plan as amended, it is the desired future condition of 
the Forest and the District to:  
 Have allotment management plans that incorporate objectives and guidelines to 

improve coordination with other resources;  
 Improve the amount of range in satisfactory ecological condition;  
 Strengthen the noxious weed control effort; and  
 Provide forage for livestock production. 
 Desired conditions will be established as follows, and progress toward meeting 

those desired conditions measured on the following benchmark areas or 
landscapes: 

 
Benchmarks/Key Areas 

PLOT 
CODE PLOT NAME COMMUNITY TYPE DATUM ZONE EAST NORTH 

350-005 BRUNO SPRING BLACK SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 628060 4224355 

24028 LITTLE CHERRY 
CREEK DRY TO MOIST NAD 27 11 619464 4224250 

350-006 CHERRY CREEK 
001 

MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 622310 4221979 

354-001 BLACK SPRING MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 624974 4217797 

350-004 NORTH OF 
UHALDE RANCH 

PINYON-JUNIPER 
WOODLAND NAD 27 11 624592 4222038 

 

 “Livestock grazing is allowed, and contributes to the attainment of healthy rangelands to 
sustain multiple uses…..provides summer forage for cattle when water is available on 
slopes < 35%….livestock grazing is used to maintain or improve big game summer range 
where suitable cover is available….livestock grazing will maintain for sage grouse 
summer and brood rearing habitat on upland rangelands.” 

Management: 
 Authorized Use will be approximately 1800 dry ewes for an average of 829 head 

months (or for not to exceed an two week period between December and January. 

 Yearlings may be substituted for mature cow/calf pairs at a conversion factor 
based on their weight at time of entry to the allotment (based on one AUM being 
equal to the forage requirement of a 1000-pound cow with a calf less than 6 
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months of age).  Total animal unit months capacity under current management for 
the allotment is estimated at 396. 

 Mature cows significantly heavier than 1000 pounds will require an adjustment in 
authorized numbers and seasons to maintain actual AUM’s.  

 Seasons of use may vary between 6/1 and 10/30.   

 Approximate rotation schedule (to be adjusted via the AOI based on monitoring 
results from the previous year(s): 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2009 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
Lampson 
Canyon/ 

Cathedral  
6/16 

 
7/22 

 
37 

 
1.23 

 
795.9 

Six Mile 7/23 8/30 39 1.3 841.2 
Hamilton 8/31 10/15 16 .53 342.9 

                                    
Total 92 3.06 1980 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2010 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
Hamilton 6/16 7/15 30 1.0 647 
Six Mile 7/16 8/21 37 1.23 795.9 
Lampson 
Canyon/ 

Cathedral 
8/22 

 
10/15 

25 0.83 537.1 

                                    
Total 92 3.06 1980 

 
Allowable Use and Other Standards: 
Allowable use standards may be adjusted as provided for in the NEPA Decision for this 
allotment to adapt to monitoring results indicating a need for change.  Actual pasture 
moves are to be completed by the time that:  

a) The allowable use standard is reached on any of the key areas, or  
b) The scheduled off date occurs, whichever occurs first. 
c) In the case of more than one standard being applicable to a given pasture, the 
standard being reached first will dictate pasture move. 

  
This will usually necessitate beginning the move one or more days prior to reaching the 
allowable use standard or the scheduled off date.  Any livestock use occurring after the 
scheduled off date must be approved in advance by the Forest Officer and will be based 
on an estimate of forage remaining until allowable use standards are reached.  Be sure the 
Forest Officer is made aware of your pasture moves before they begin. 
 
Herbaceous Species: 
The Forest applies utilization standards to both riparian and upland herbaceous species.  
Trigger points for proper use in riparian and upland areas are from 0-XX % for 
herbaceous vegetation depending on current condition.  Proper use, based on existing 
grazing management and setting should be checked against trend data to determine if the 
current proper use is appropriate or may need to be adjusted (Swanson et al, 2006). 
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Utilization Standards for Herbaceous Vegetation 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Non-Riparian Up to 50% Up to 40% Up to 30% 
Aspen Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
All Meadows Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
Stream/Riparian Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
 
Woody Species:  
Woody riparian species play an important role in some riparian systems, providing shade, 
nesting and foraging habitat for wildlife, and roots and stems for roughness and 
streambank stability.  Other woody species provide important wildlife habitat in uplands.  
Many of these species are palatable to livestock and/or wildlife.  Excessive use of woody 
species can prevent regeneration and limit density, height, canopy volume, or habitat 
quantity and quality.  Specific use levels on woody species are used as triggers for 
livestock movement.  Use levels for woody species should not be used as a long-term 
resource objective.  Trigger points for livestock on woody species are from 0-35%, 
depending on current condition. 
 
Utilization Standards for Woody Vegetation 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Non-Riparian 
(bitterbrush, 
snowberry, 
serviceberry) 

Up to 35% Up to 25% Up to 15% 

Aspen Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Stream/Riparian  Up to 30% Up to 20% Up to 10% 
 
Soil Disturbance/Streambank Alteration: 
Stable soils and streambanks maintain soil productivity, decrease rates of erosion, 
improve water quality, and aquatic habitat.  Trigger points for livestock on soil 
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disturbance and/or streambank disturbance are from 0-20%, depending on current 
condition. 
 
Disturbance/Alteration Standards for Soils and Streambanks 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Soil Disturbance or 
Streambank 
Alteration 

Up to 20% Up to 20% Up to 10% 

 
Livestock Management 
 
 Salt and Supplement Placement – Salt or supplement can be used to improve 

distribution of livestock into areas of light use and to lessen grazing impacts to 
key areas.   
o All salt or supplement will be placed away from key areas and available 

water, in areas where livestock is usually light.   
o It should be moved progressively to allow animals to find it and to become 

used to grazing in the vicinity.  Animals may also need to be herded to the salt 
and bedded in the general vicinity.   

o In no case will salt or supplement be placed closer than ¼ mile to streams, 
springs, water developments, or other wetlands without prior approval of the 
Forest Officer.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed within tree regeneration areas where the 
smallest trees are less than three feet tall.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed near trailheads, on open roads, in areas 
of concentrated public use, or in other areas where such placement is liable to 
result in conflicts with other Forest or Grassland users. 

o Unless otherwise agreed to by the Forest Officer, salt or supplement shall be 
removed from a pasture when the livestock are removed. 

 
 Range Readiness and Turn On – livestock entry onto the allotment or into a 

specific pasture or camp area will not be authorized until the soils are dry enough 
to withstand grazing and forage plants are ready to be grazed.  After a sufficient 
time for mothering up, livestock are to be distributed throughout the pasture on 
the same day as they are turned out.  In no case is it acceptable to leave the 
livestock to distribute themselves.  Livestock are not to be turned out onto areas of 
resource concern such as riparian areas, areas near concentrated public use, 
trailheads, and so forth.  Coordinate with the Forest Officer to ensure that we are 
not creating problems for ourselves.  Permission for initial turn out must be 
obtained from the Forest Officer at least 5 days in advance.  General rangeland 
readiness indicators are attached at the end of this AMP. 

 
 Pasture Move Dates - scheduled pasture movements as established by the plan 

are necessarily flexible.  Actual moves will be determined, to the extent practical, 
by on-the-ground inspections.  
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o The permittee will plan to have the pasture move completed by the 
scheduled date shown in the Annual Operating Instructions, or by the time 
that the allowable use level is reached on any one of the Key Areas within 
the given pasture, whichever occurs first.  Any changes in this must be 
agreed to in advance by the Forest Officer.  

o It is the permittees responsibility to maintain a current knowledge of the 
status of the unit with regard to allowable use standards and current use 
levels and to either plan on moving early, if needed, or to request an 
extension, if justified.  

o If actual use on all of the key areas in the pasture is less than the allowable 
use standards by the scheduled move date, the permittee may request 
approval to remain in the unit for additional time.  If the permittee believes 
that additional time is justified, the Forest Officer must be notified at least 
five (5) days in advance to permit an adequate inspection and 
determination. 

 
 Allotment/Pasture Exit – The off date for a pasture is the date when livestock 

are to be fully out of a unit, or in the case of the last unit, fully off the allotment.   
o The Forest Service recognizes that moves from one pasture to another cannot 

usually be accomplished in one day.  It is your responsibility to begin early 
movements of livestock to ensure that pastures are clean by the dates 
specified.  Early movement shall not exceed five days unless approved in 
advance by the Forest Officer. 

o Extensions of the grazing season if desired and justified, must be requested at 
least 21 days in advance of the off date to allow time for inspection and 
preparation/payment of the bill for collection.  Extensions may be granted 
only if they meet the management constraints that have been specified 
regarding season of use, allowable use or other standards, and so forth.   

o Failure to completely remove livestock from a pasture by the off date may 
result in action being taken against the grazing permit(s). 

o Livestock remaining on the National Forest System lands after the end of the 
authorized grazing season must be billed for at the unauthorized use rate, and 
may be cause for action to be taken against the grazing permit. 

 
 Areas Closed to Grazing -       

  
 Riding and Herding – Depending on the pasture, the permittee should spend as 

much time as needed in moving livestock away from areas of concern (meadows, 
riparian areas, key areas, and so forth) and into areas of normally light use.  This 
is entirely to the benefit of the permittee as it allows the livestock to make use of 
forage that otherwise will not be grazed before allowable use standards are met in 
the key areas and the livestock are required to be removed from the pasture. 

 
Permittees are encouraged to employ gentle herding techniques based on slow 
movement, herding in the afternoon and early evening rather than morning, 
bedding livestock in the desired area overnight, letting the livestock respond to 
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your movements, rather than pushing them hard, and so forth.  This has proven to 
result in better overall distribution with less stress on the livestock. 

 
 Crossing Permits – Any livestock movement across National Forest System 

lands other than within the permitted allotment and the permitted season must be 
done under a crossing permit.  This permit can be obtained through the Forest 
Officer. 

 
 Access and Travel Management – The permittee is authorized to use Off 

Highway Vehicles (OHV) on existing roads and trails in order to facilitate their 
administration of this term grazing permit.  OHV use off existing roads and trails 
is allowed in order to maintain structural range improvements, place salt, and 
remove dead livestock as needed. 

 
 Livestock Monitoring – The Forest Service may require all permitted livestock 

on the allotment to be ear tagged with the numbered tags to be provided by the 
Forest Service.  If this is done, the permittee will be responsible for ensuring that 
all tags are accounted for, that tags for animals to be sold are returned to the 
Forest Service for exchange, and that no livestock without proper tagging are 
allowed on the allotment. 

 
 Disposal of Dead livestock - Any dead livestock will be moved to a location 

greater than 200 feet from water and out of view from roads, trails, or other areas 
of concentrated public use.  The key is to do what is feasible to avoid potentials 
for conflict. 

 
 Coordination for Animal Damage Management - neither the permittee nor his 

/her employees shall use or place poison or devices for predator control on the 
National Forest.  Animal damage management activities will be carried out by 
APHIS or by the U.S.D.A. Wildlife Services, whichever has the responsibility for 
the offending species.  If predation problems arise, the permittee shall notify, as 
soon as possible, the Forest Officer and that Officer shall assess the need for 
animal damage management activities and notify the appropriate agency as 
warranted.  This clause is not meant to preclude the permittee from taking actions 
to protect livestock that are under immediate threat if compliance with appropriate 
State law and regulation is ensured.  It is the permittees responsibility to work 
with the State agency to fully understand those laws and regulations. 

  
 Wilderness - Livestock management in wilderness requires special consideration 

of the wilderness values.  Motorized vehicle use may be permitted under special 
circumstances, as may the use of motorized equipment.  If there is a need for such 
permission, please contact your Forest Officer. 

 
o Manage your livestock within wilderness to minimize impacts on the 

natural environment and to avoid conflict with other users of the area. 
 

 Noxious Weed Prevention Practices – It is the permittees responsibility to 
ensure that your livestock do not contribute to the transport of noxious weeds onto 
the allotment. 
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o By USDA order 04-00-097, all non-pelletized hay, straw or mulch 

possessed, stored, or transported on National Forest System Lands, in 
individual bales or containers, must be tagged or marked as noxious weed 
free, or must have the original and current evidence of noxious weed free 
certification documentation present.  All markings must meet the State 
and/or county standards for certification as noxious weed free. 

 
o If the animals are coming on to the Forest/Grassland from lands known to 

contain noxious weeds, they will be held on clean forage or fed weed free 
hay for several days to allow the majority of the seeds to pass before turn 
on. 

 
o Any equipment used in the transport of livestock, including horse trailers 

and stock trucks, should be washed before coming onto the allotment, if 
they have been used in areas where noxious weeds are present. 

 
o Any hay, straw or other feeds used on the allotment either shall be 

certified as being free of noxious weeds, or shall consist of heat treated 
pelletized feeds. 

 
o Any seed used on the allotment must be tested by a certified laboratory to 

AOSA standards and certified to meet State standards based on the All 
States Noxious Weed list. 

 
o Your assistance in locating noxious weed sites and reporting them to your 

Forest Officer is greatly appreciated.  If you are able and willing to assist 
in treating noxious weeds, please work with your Forest Officer to 
determine how best to help.  
 

 Heritage Resources – Known heritage sites:  It is prohibited to disturb, collect, or 
in any way knowlingly damage any prehistoric, historic, or archaeological 
resource.  New discoveries. If previously unidentified cultural resources are 
discovered, care shall be taken by the permittee and the Forest Service to ensure 
that such sites are not disturbed.  The permittee shall notify the Forest Officer as 
soon as possible if a new site is found so that appropriate evaluation and 
mitigation measures can be made. 

 
Resource-Specific Design Features 
Design features for sage grouse, sensitive/rare plants, heritage resources, pygmy rabbits, 
and drought as detailed below: 
 
 Sage grouse critical breeding complexes (leks and nesting habitat within two 

miles of each lek), are not grazed during the reproductive season.  Additionally, 
grazing restrictions may apply to any other critical habitat, such as critical 
wintering areas. 
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 On brood-rearing meadows that are not at desired functioning condition, grazing 
restrictions implemented during brooding season.  Implementation might include 
the use of letdown fences around critical habitats such as leks, removing livestock 
grazing from the critical areas, or changing the season of use in critical areas. 

 
 Planned future activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use, such as 

salting, placement of watering sources, and placement of temporary handling 
facilities shall not occur any closer than 0.25 miles of known sensitive and rare 
plant locations. 

 
 Future livestock concentrating activities do not occur in potential habitat for 

sensitive plant species until surveys completed.  Where placement has already 
affected known sensitive and rare plant locations, the activity will be evaluated for 
its adverse effects and a determination made on whether or not design criteria is 
required to provide adequate protection.  Surveys in potential habitat will also 
include existing activities that concentrate livestock use. 

 
 Training will be provided with field tours for appropriate personnel to familiarize 

them with the Rare and Sensitive plants and their habitat.  We will place reports in 
the project file and would contain training provided, surveys preformed, 
monitoring results, and management activities. 

 
 Placement of salt blocks, watering sources, or other range supplements likely to 

concentrate animals in small areas, will be placed to avoid potentially eligible 
heritage resource sites.  Where supplement placement has already affected 
heritage sites, movement should be considered if the site is considered potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
 Before livestock concentration activities such as salting, trailing, and water 

developments are placed within potential pygmy rabbit habitat, these areas will be 
surveyed for denning areas. 

 
 Permittees will not place livestock on the Forest when soil moisture levels would 

result in damage to soils and use appropriate management practices such as 
temporary fences, where practical, to protect soils sensitive to impacts from 
livestock grazing. 

 
 Precipitation data will be analyzed prior to the beginning of the grazing season in 

order to determine drought status.  If drought conditions exist, adjustments might 
be made to numbers of animals or length of time on the allotments. 

 
Rangeland Improvements 
Proposed Improvements:  
       

       

 All work will be completed under a cooperative agreement with an approximately 
50:50 cost share. 
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 Proposed improvements shown are a part of an adaptive management system.  
Unless otherwise stated above, the actual decision to construct the improvement 
will be based on information derived from monitoring indicating the need as 
provided for in the NEPA Decision for this allotment.  All improvements shown 
are evaluated in the project level NEPA for this allotment as potential adaptive 
options. 

 Required clearances (including ESA and Cultural Resources) will be completed 
prior to initiation of construction. 

 
Maintenance Responsibility: 
Maintenance responsibilities are shown on the attached map (listed by permittee) and on 
the rangeland improvement inventory sheet attached.  The assigned maintenance may 
change over time to reflect changing needs.  When this occurs, the change will be 
implemented by modification of the term grazing permit. 
 Maintenance of all assigned improvements will be to the attached standards. 

o All maintenance must be done annually whether the allotment is actually 
grazed or not. 

o Maintenance must occur throughout the season and cannot be a one-time 
action. 

o Damage resulting from big game, wind or other acts of nature, or human 
caused actions, must be repaired in a timely manner so as to insure the 
integrity of the structure. 

o If serious or repeated problems occur, the permittee will contact the Forest 
Officer and work to determine a long-term solution to the problems. 

o All maintenance of exterior fences must be completed prior to the earlier 
turn on of either the permittee(s) on this allotment, or the adjacent 
allotment permittee(s).  It is the permittees responsibility to ensure that the 
necessary coordination occurs between adjacent allotments to ensure that 
maintenance is completed in a timely manner. 

o Interior fences must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected unit. 
o All water developments must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected 

unit. 
o Amortized improvements (improvements that have met their planned life 

expectancy) shall be scheduled for replacement under a permit 
modification.  The permittee should work with the Forest Officer to 
develop a list of amortized improvements.  Scheduling will depend on 
funding availability as well as the ability to ensure that necessary 
clearances are obtained. 

o The Forest Service will spot check maintenance as time permits and will 
report any unsatisfactory findings to the permittee. 
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o Failure to complete the assigned maintenance in a timely manner and to 
standard may be cause for actions to be taken against the grazing permit.  
These actions may include suspension or cancellation in whole or in part 
depending on the extent and severity of the non-compliance. 

Management Options:   
If implementation monitoring shows that allowable use or other standards are not being 
met, one or more of the following options may be implemented: 

 Fence, either hard or electric, the affected riparian area 
 changing the timing and/or amount of time livestock are in any particular 

area 
 increasing riding to improve distribution 
 changing salting locations 
 changing triggers 

If long term monitoring on the benchmark sites indicates that desired condition 
objectives are not being met or moved toward in a timely manner, one or more of the 
following options may be implemented: 

 permitted numbers and seasons of use may be modified 
 allowable use standards may be modified 

 
Over the long term, if necessary, to balance the permitted numbers and/or season with the 
livestock manager’s ability to meet annual use indicators and long-term objectives.  The 
amount of adjustment in seasons or numbers of livestock is usually dependent on the 
effectiveness of the permittee’s livestock management.  The amount of change will be 
based on monitoring.  Any permanent changes to numbers or seasons will be made 
through the term grazing permit and is not subject to further environmental analysis. 
 
Monitoring & Evaluation:  Monitoring has two key aspects.  The first, Implementation 
Monitoring, is designed to show that we are doing what we said that we would do.  In 
other words, that we are using pastures as planned, meeting the allowable use standards, 
maintaining improvements as specified, and so forth.  Much of this monitoring is the 
permittee responsibility to a large degree.  The second, Effectiveness Monitoring, is 
designed to tell us whether what we are doing is working as planned and to what degree. 

Short-Term Monitoring (Implementation) 
 Informal Inspections - Informal inspections will be made as the opportunity 

arises, such as when the Forest Officer is working in the area or is passing 
through the allotment.  Although they are not formal inspections, they will 
often reveal problems or opportunities.  Permittees will be notified by phone 
of any problems needing immediate attention.  In addition, any significant 
observations will be documented in writing, and a copy of the inspection 
report will be sent to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Formal Inspections - Formal inspections will be held as possible with an 
attempt made to include each of the major pastures.  The permittee may be 
requested to accompany the Forest Officer during the inspections.  
Significant findings from these inspections will be documented in a letter or 
inspection note to the permittee in a timely manner. 
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 Permittee Compliance Monitoring - It is the Permittees responsibility for 
ensuring that maintenance is completed to standard and on time, that 
livestock do not enter the allotment or pasture prior to the approved entry 
date, that livestock are removed from pastures and the allotment as 
specified, and that livestock do not enter or re-enter pastures that either have 
already been grazed, or that are planned for rest.  The permittee(s) will 
monitor the allotment continuously throughout the grazing season, will 
document the findings, and will coordinate with the Forest Officer to resolve 
any problems in a timely manner. 

 Allowable Use Monitoring - Monitoring of allowable use on Key areas is 
the joint responsibility of the Forest Service and the permittee(s).  Although 
the Forest Service will make every effort to assist the permittee in ensuring 
compliance with the standards, the permittee has the ultimate responsibility 
for ensuring that the allowable use standards are met. 

 Information from the Forest Service to the permittee when Forest Service 
monitoring is conducted, will indicate current findings, the standard being 
applied, and will indicate specific action expected of the permittee and the 
expected timeframes for that action, to ensure that standards are met or that 
non-compliance is brought back into compliance.  This documentation may 
be delivered verbally in a timely manner and will be documented in writing.  

 The permittee is also required to maintain written documentation of 
monitoring conducted by him/her, and to share this information with the 
Forest Officer on a timely basis. 

 
Long-term Monitoring (Effectiveness) 
The Forest Service will conduct most of the Effectiveness Monitoring on the allotment.  
You are encouraged to participate and can receive the results of any monitoring simply 
by asking.  We will also demonstrate techniques if you are interested. 

You are encouraged to conduct camera point monitoring and to share the information 
with your Forest Officer.  Camera points are easy to set up and are excellent at showing 
longer-term trends in plant health.  Your Forest Officer can work with you to show what 
camera points we currently are monitoring, to suggest areas where camera points are 
needed, and to help you to learn our camera point monitoring system.  The following 
benchmark areas will be used for this monitoring.  The following also describes the type 
of monitoring that may be used and an approximate frequency of 5-10 years. 

 Rapid Assessment Matrices, 
 Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) Protocol, 
 Photographic points, and 

 Rooted Nested Frequency 

Annual Operating Instructions  
Each year at the annual permittee meeting (or through correspondence if no meeting is 
held), the permittee, and the Forest Service will develop a set of Annual Operating 
Instructions (AOI) based on this Allotment Management Plan.  Where feasible, multiple 
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years AOI’s may be employed with annual written amendments as necessary.  The AOI 
will detail the current season’s management schedule, maintenance responsibilities, 
rangeland development program, allowable use standards, key areas, and so forth.  The 
AOI will become an amendment to this AMP and as such, a part of the Term Grazing 
Permit. 
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Appendices 
 

Appendix A: Range Readiness Indicators 
 

Grasses: 
 Fescue spp. – leaves average 5-8 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Prairie Junegrass – leaves average about 5 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Kentucky bluegrass – seed heads present 
 Western wheatgrass – leaves average 6-8 inches in height 
 Stipa spp. – leaves average 6 inches or more in height, headed out to blooming 
 
Grasslikes: 
 Carex spp. – heads blooming 
 Water sedge – leaves average 7 inches, heading out 
 
Forbs: 
 Balsamroot – full to past blooming 
 Indian paintbrush – full bloom 
 Low larkspur – full to past bloom 
 Tall larkspur – full growth, blooming to past bloom 
 Geranium – full to past bloom 
 Lupine – early to full bloom 
 Penstemon – full to past bloom 
 Mules Ear – full bloom to plants starting to dry 
 
Shrubs: 
 Serviceberry – fruit forming 
 Mountain Mahogany – fully leafed 
 Aspen – fully leafed, deep green 
 Shrubby cinquefoil – full bloom 
 Chokecherry – full to past blooming 
 Bitterbrush – in bloom 
 Current/gooseberry – flowering 50% or more 

Willow – fully leafed 
 
Soils: 
 

Soils shall be firm and moisture content low enough to ensure that: 
• Soils will not be compacted by grazing activity – especially on fine textured 

soils 
• Sod cover in meadows will not be broken by hoof action 
• Seedlings will not be pulled out of the ground 
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Appendix B – Structural Improvement Maintenance Standards 
 

Water Development Maintenance Standards: 
 

Troughs: 
 Shall be capable of holding water for the intended purpose.  Holes are to be 

plugged or the trough replaced. 
 Troughs are to be level and accessible by all ages of livestock. 
 Metal troughs shall have treated wood or rock supports under them to prevent 

rusting.  The surrounding area (20-foot diameter) shall be reasonably dry with 
gravel or other materials in place to ensure adequate drainage. 

 Troughs will be provided with an escape ramp to allow small birds and animals to 
get out.  This will be placed either in a corner or along one side so that swimming 
animals can easily locate and climb it.  

 Troughs will be cleaned annually with debris removed and shall contain no more 
than two inches of mud, needles, and so forth on the bottom. 

 
Pipelines: 
 Inlet pipe shall carry water from the source to the trough and not leak. 
 Drainpipe from trough shall be kept open, operating, and able to drain 

overflow away from trough to keep area 20 feet around the trough reasonably 
dry. 

 The inlet and overflow pipe shall be covered with soil, rock, logs, etc. to 
protect it.  The overflow shall return to the stream system. 

 Water shall not leak between the source and the pipeline 
 
Spring Developments: 
 The spring source shall be protected from livestock or big game trampling to 

prevent soil displacement, turbidity, and loss of water. 
 A reasonable amount of the available water supply shall flow from the spring 

into the pipe. 
 Spring boxes are to be kept clean of debris. 

 
Stock ponds, pit tanks, and reservoirs: 
 When more than half of the storage is lost due to siltation, the pond, or reservoir 

shall be cleaned out. 
 Soil displacement shall be prevented in spillways.  This may require riprap 

placement around the spillway and along the outflow channel or may be 
accomplished with suitable vegetative cover. 

 If ponds are not sealing adequately, bentonite or other sealers will be used. 
 

Fence Maintenance Standards: 
 

Clearing: 
 The fence right of way is six feet wide and ten feet high on each side of 
the fence. 
 All logs, trees, limbs, slash, brush, and other material will be removed 
from the right-of-way unless otherwise specified. 
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Wire: 
 All broken wire shall be spliced with good condition barbed wire or double strand 
barbless wire.  The splice shall be fastened to the existing wire using a “pigtail” with 
at least three wraps. 
 Three or more splices in a distance of 20 feet will be replaced with a single splice. 
 Wire will be pulled tight using wire stretchers (no twisting of wire to take up 
slack). 
 Wire will be tied off with at least three wraps at all anchor points. 
 Wire spacing, stay spacing, tie downs, etc. will be as per the original construction. 

 
Staples and Nails: 
 Missing staples shall be replaced.  Re-staple all loose wires.  Staple shall not be 
driven home but to a point just where the barbwire will render or give. 
 Missing nails shall be replaced.  Use 50d or 60d nails. 

 
Gates: 
 Gates will be repaired or replaced to at least the same standard as originally 
constructed.  They will be capable of being opened and closed by the public. 
 When tightening bars are rebuilt, a chain will be used. 
 Metal gates will be repaired by welding breaks and will be hung so they do not 
drag. 

 
Jacks, Brace Posts, Corner braces, Stays, etc. 
 All wood brace structures that are no longer able to perform their designed 
function will be reconstructed or replaced. 
 Steel posts will be replaced if twisted or broken.  Steel posts may also be added to 
existing fences to provide additional support. 

 
Let Down Fences 
 All “let down” fences will be fully laid on the ground prior to onset of winter and 
will be fully upright and maintained prior to livestock entry to the affected area. 

 
Buck and Pole Fences, Worm Fences, etc. 
 Fences must be in an upright, serviceable position.  Legs that are spreading and 
lowering the overall height of the fence must be replaced or stabilized. 
 All broken or rotten materials must be replaced. 

 
Corrals and Livestock Handling Facilities 
 Replace all boards that are broken or rotting.   

Facilities may be used by the public and need to be safe.  Keep area clean with regard to 
wire, nails, old boards, etc. 
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Draft Allotment Management Plan 
Currant Creek Allotment 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 
Ely Ranger District 

2014 
*This Allotment Management Plan is made a part of your Term Grazing Permit in 
accordance with Part 3 Item “Management Practices” of that permit, approved on 
____________ 2014 by Forest Supervisor XXX. 

Allotment Management 
Objective(s):  Livestock grazing will be authorized in a manner that will meet or move 
toward the following resource objective(s) and desired conditions in a timely manner: 

Multiple-use goals in the Forest Plan that apply to livestock grazing and rangeland 
resources are: 
 Goal #10 

“Identify and protect, interpret and manage significant cultural resources.” 
 Goal #14 

Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on 
maintaining or improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges 
(measured in acres), in cooperation with Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

 Goal #15 
Manage classified species, such as bald eagle (E), peregrine falcon (E), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (T), and Bonneville cutthroat trout (S) habitat, to maintain or 
enhance their status through coordination with other land use programs, agency 
cooperation, and direct habitat improvements.   
(Note:  E = endangered, T = threatened, S = Sensitive) 

 Goal # 16 
Specifies that all allotments are managed “…to maintain suitable range presently 
in satisfactory ecological condition, and improve suitable range in less than 
satisfactory condition.”  

 Goal # 17 
Is that the rangeland should be managed to “…produce a sustained yield of forage 
on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing while maintaining or 
enhancing the productivity of the land.”  

 Goal # 18 
Provides direction to “manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to 
wet meadows and riparian areas, and fisheries habitat.” 

 Goal # 19 
To “reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter 
ranges.”  

 Goal # 21 
To “maintain sensitive plant species.”  

 Goal #24 
Emphasize the control of Priority 1 noxious weeds. 



G-34 

 
Appendix G 
 

 
 
 

 Goal #29 
Provide water and soil input to other resource activities to protect or improve 
water quality and soil productivity. 

 Goal #32 
Design and implement practices on the ground that would re-establish acceptable 
soil, hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and 
maintain favorable water flow. 

 Goal #33  
Identify habitat types on the Forest to assist management decisions concerning 
resource use. 

Desired Conditions: 
Within the framework of the Forest Plan as amended, it is the desired future condition of 
the Forest and the District to:  
 Have allotment management plans that incorporate objectives and guidelines to 

improve coordination with other resources;  
 Improve the amount of range in satisfactory ecological condition;  
 Strengthen the noxious weed control effort;  
 Provide forage for livestock production; and 
 Livestock grazing is allowed, and contributes to the attainment of healthy 

rangelands to sustain multiple uses…..provides summer forage for cattle when 
water is available on slopes < 35%….livestock grazing is used to maintain or 
improve big game summer range where suitable cover is available….livestock 
grazing will maintain for sage grouse summer and brood rearing habitat on upland 
rangelands. 

 Desired conditions will be established as follows, and progress toward meeting 
those desired conditions measured on the following benchmark areas or 
landscapes: 

 
Benchmarks/Key Areas 

PLOT 
CODE PLOT NAME COMMUNITY TYPE DATUM ZONE EAST NORTH 

328-004 CURRANT CREEK 
MEADOW 

DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 83 11 639510 4312238 

337-001 HORSE RANGE 003 MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 649899 4292915 

337-002 HORSE RANGE 004 MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 650351 4294972 

329-001 CURRANT CREEK 
005 

MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 641199 4306810 

337-005 CURRANT CREEK 
004 

MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 642198 4299979 

22999 CURRANT CREEK WET MEADOW NAD 27 11 640496 4306010 

328-003 SADDLE SPRNG WET MEADOW NAD 83 11 638540 4315431 

337-006 CURRANT CREEK 
MEADOW 337005 WET MEADOW NAD 83 11 641801 4300769 

 

“Livestock grazing is allowed, and contributes to the attainment of healthy rangelands to 
sustain multiple uses…..provides summer forage for cattle when water is available on 
slopes < 35%….livestock grazing is used to maintain or improve big game summer range 
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where suitable cover is available….livestock grazing will maintain for sage grouse 
summer and brood rearing habitat on upland rangelands.” 

Management: 
 Authorized Use will be approximately 295 cow/calf pairs for an average of 561 

head months (or for not to exceed an on date of 6/15 to an off date of 9/30. 

 Yearlings may be substituted for mature cow/calf pairs at a conversion factor 
based on their weight at time of entry to the allotment (based on one AUM being 
equal to the forage requirement of a 1000-pound cow with a calf less than 6 
months of age).  Total animal unit months capacity under current management for 
the allotment is estimated at 741. 

 Mature cows significantly heavier than 1000 pounds will require an adjustment in 
authorized numbers and seasons to maintain actual AUM’s.  

 Seasons of use may vary between 6/1 and 10/15.   

 Approximate rotation schedule (to be adjusted via the AOI based on monitoring 
results from the previous year(s): 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2009 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
Upper 

Currant 
 

8/6 
 

9/30 
 

56 
 

1.87 
 
 

Beef Pass  
6/15 

 
8/5 

 
52 

 
1.73 

 

Triangle 
Seeding 

 
6/15 

 
8/01 

 
48 

 
1.6 

 

Currant 
Canyon 

 
8/2 

 
9/30 

 
60 

 
2.0 

      

Total 92 7.2 741 
 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2010 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
Upper 

Currant 6/16 7/15 30 1.0 647 

Beef Pass 7/16 8/21 37 1.23 795.9 
Triangle 
Seeding 8/22  

10/15 
25 0.83 537.1 

Currant 
Canyon 

                              

Total 92 3.06 1980 
 
Allowable Use and Other Standards: 
Allowable use standards may be adjusted as provided for in the NEPA Decision for this 
allotment to adapt to monitoring results indicating a need for change.  Actual pasture 
moves are to be completed by the time that:  

a) The allowable use standard is reached on any of the key areas, or  
b) The scheduled off date occurs, whichever occurs first. 
c) In the case of more than one standard being applicable to a given pasture, the 
standard being reached first will dictate pasture move. 
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This will usually necessitate beginning the move one or more days prior to reaching the 
allowable use standard or the scheduled off date.  Any livestock use occurring after the 
scheduled off date must be approved in advance by the Forest Officer and will be based 
on an estimate of forage remaining until allowable use standards are reached.  Be sure the 
Forest Officer is made aware of your pasture moves before they begin. 
 
Herbaceous Species: 
The Forest applies utilization standards to both riparian and upland herbaceous species.  
Trigger points for proper use in riparian and upland areas are from 0-XX % for 
herbaceous vegetation depending on current condition.  Proper use, based on existing 
grazing management and setting should be checked against trend data to determine if the 
current proper use is appropriate or may need to be adjusted (Swanson et al, 2006). 
 
Utilization Standards for Herbaceous Vegetation 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Non-Riparian Up to 50% Up to 40% Up to 30% 
Aspen Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
All Meadows Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
Stream/Riparian Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
 
Woody Species:  
Woody riparian species play an important role in some riparian systems, providing shade, 
nesting and foraging habitat for wildlife, and roots and stems for roughness and 
streambank stability.  Other woody species provide important wildlife habitat in uplands.  
Many of these species are palatable to livestock and/or wildlife.  Excessive use of woody 
species can prevent regeneration and limit density, height, canopy volume, or habitat 
quantity and quality.  Specific use levels on woody species are used as triggers for 
livestock movement.  Use levels for woody species should not be used as a long-term 
resource objective.  Trigger points for livestock on woody species are from 0-35%, 
depending on current condition. 
 
Utilization Standards for Woody Vegetation 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 
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VEGETATIVE 

 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Non-Riparian 
(bitterbrush, 
snowberry, 
serviceberry) 

Up to 35% Up to 25% Up to 15% 

Aspen Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Stream/Riparian  Up to 30% Up to 20% Up to 10% 
 
Soil Disturbance/Streambank Alteration: 
Stable soils and streambanks maintain soil productivity, decrease rates of erosion, 
improve water quality, and aquatic habitat.  Trigger points for livestock on soil 
disturbance and/or streambank disturbance are from 0-20%, depending on current 
condition. 
 
Disturbance/Alteration Standards for Soils and Streambanks 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Soil Disturbance or 
Streambank 
Alteration 

Up to 20% Up to 20% Up to 10% 

 
Livestock Management 
 
 Salt and Supplement Placement – Salt or supplement can be used to improve 

distribution of livestock into areas of light use and to lessen grazing impacts to 
key areas.   
o All salt or supplement will be placed away from key areas and available 

water, in areas where livestock is usually light.   
o It should be moved progressively to allow animals to find it and to become 

used to grazing in the vicinity.  Animals may also need to be herded to the salt 
and bedded in the general vicinity.   

o In no case will salt or supplement be placed closer than ¼ mile to streams, 
springs, water developments, or other wetlands without prior approval of the 
Forest Officer.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed within tree regeneration areas where the 
smallest trees are less than three feet tall.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed near trailheads, on open roads, in areas 
of concentrated public use, or in other areas where such placement is liable to 
result in conflicts with other Forest or Grassland users. 

o Unless otherwise agreed to by the Forest Officer, salt or supplement shall be 
removed from a pasture when the livestock are removed. 
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 Range Readiness and Turn On – livestock entry onto the allotment or into a 
specific pasture or camp area will not be authorized until the soils are dry enough 
to withstand grazing and forage plants are ready to be grazed.  After a sufficient 
time for mothering up, livestock are to be distributed throughout the pasture on 
the same day as they are turned out.  In no case is it acceptable to leave the 
livestock to distribute themselves.  Livestock are not to be turned out onto areas of 
resource concern such as riparian areas, areas near concentrated public use, 
trailheads, and so forth.  Coordinate with the Forest Officer to ensure that we are 
not creating problems for ourselves.  Permission for initial turn out must be 
obtained from the Forest Officer at least 5 days in advance.  General rangeland 
readiness indicators are attached at the end of this AMP. 

 
 Pasture Move Dates - scheduled pasture movements as established by the plan 

are necessarily flexible.  Actual moves will be determined, to the extent practical, 
by on-the-ground inspections.  

o The permittee will plan to have the pasture move completed by the 
scheduled date shown in the Annual Operating Instructions, or by the time 
that the allowable use level is reached on any one of the Key Areas within 
the given pasture, whichever occurs first.  Any changes in this must be 
agreed to in advance by the Forest Officer.  

o It is the permittees responsibility to maintain a current knowledge of the 
status of the unit with regard to allowable use standards and current use 
levels and to either plan on moving early, if needed, or to request an 
extension, if justified.  

o If actual use on all of the key areas in the pasture is less than the allowable 
use standards by the scheduled move date, the permittee may request 
approval to remain in the unit for additional time.  If the permittee believes 
that additional time is justified, the Forest Officer must be notified at least 
five (5) days in advance to permit an adequate inspection and 
determination. 

 
 Allotment/Pasture Exit – The off date for a pasture is the date when livestock 

are to be fully out of a unit, or in the case of the last unit, fully off the allotment.   
o The Forest Service recognizes that moves from one pasture to another cannot 

usually be accomplished in one day.  It is your responsibility to begin early 
movements of livestock to ensure that pastures are clean by the dates 
specified.  Early movement shall not exceed five days unless approved in 
advance by the Forest Officer. 

o Extensions of the grazing season if desired and justified, must be requested at 
least 21 days in advance of the off date to allow time for inspection and 
preparation/payment of the bill for collection.  Extensions may be granted 
only if they meet the management constraints that have been specified 
regarding season of use, allowable use or other standards, and so forth.   

o Failure to completely remove livestock from a pasture by the off date may 
result in action being taken against the grazing permit(s). 
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o Livestock remaining on the National Forest System lands after the end of the 
authorized grazing season must be billed for at the unauthorized use rate, and 
may be cause for action to be taken against the grazing permit. 

 
 Areas Closed to Grazing -       

  
 Riding and Herding – Depending on the pasture, the permittee should spend as 

much time as needed in moving livestock away from areas of concern (meadows, 
riparian areas, key areas, and so forth) and into areas of normally light use.  This 
is entirely to the benefit of the permittee as it allows the livestock to make use of 
forage that otherwise will not be grazed before allowable use standards are met in 
the key areas and the livestock are required to be removed from the pasture. 

 
Permittees are encouraged to employ gentle herding techniques based on slow 
movement, herding in the afternoon and early evening rather than morning, 
bedding livestock in the desired area overnight, letting the livestock respond to 
your movements, rather than pushing them hard, and so forth.  This has proven to 
result in better overall distribution with less stress on the livestock. 

 
 Crossing Permits – Any livestock movement across National Forest System 

lands other than within the permitted allotment and the permitted season must be 
done under a crossing permit.  This permit can be obtained through the Forest 
Officer. 

 
 Access and Travel Management – The permittee is authorized to use Off 

Highway Vehicles (OHV) on existing roads and trails in order to facilitate their 
administration of this term grazing permit.  OHV use off existing roads and trails 
is allowed in order to maintain structural range improvements, place salt, and 
remove dead livestock as needed. 

 
 Livestock Monitoring – The Forest Service may require all permitted livestock 

on the allotment to be ear tagged with the numbered tags to be provided by the 
Forest Service.  If this is done, the permittee will be responsible for ensuring that 
all tags are accounted for, that tags for animals to be sold are returned to the 
Forest Service for exchange, and that no livestock without proper tagging are 
allowed on the allotment. 

 
 Disposal of Dead livestock - Any dead livestock will be moved to a location 

greater than 200 feet from water and out of view from roads, trails, or other areas 
of concentrated public use.  The key is to do what is feasible to avoid potentials 
for conflict. 

 
 Coordination for Animal Damage Management - neither the permittee nor his 

/her employees shall use or place poison or devices for predator control on the 
National Forest.  Animal damage management activities will be carried out by 
APHIS or by the U.S.D.A. Wildlife Services, whichever has the responsibility for 
the offending species.  If predation problems arise, the permittee shall notify, as 
soon as possible, the Forest Officer and that Officer shall assess the need for 
animal damage management activities and notify the appropriate agency as 
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warranted.  This clause is not meant to preclude the permittee from taking actions 
to protect livestock that are under immediate threat if compliance with appropriate 
State law and regulation is ensured.  It is the permittees responsibility to work 
with the State agency to fully understand those laws and regulations. 

  
 Wilderness - Livestock management in wilderness requires special consideration 

of the wilderness values.  Motorized vehicle use may be permitted under special 
circumstances, as may the use of motorized equipment.  If there is a need for such 
permission, please contact your Forest Officer. 

 
o Manage your livestock within wilderness to minimize impacts on the 

natural environment and to avoid conflict with other users of the area. 
 

 Noxious Weed Prevention Practices – It is the permittees responsibility to 
ensure that your livestock do not contribute to the transport of noxious weeds onto 
the allotment. 

 
o By USDA order 04-00-097, all non-pelletized hay, straw or mulch 

possessed, stored, or transported on National Forest System Lands, in 
individual bales or containers, must be tagged or marked as noxious weed 
free, or must have the original and current evidence of noxious weed free 
certification documentation present.  All markings must meet the State 
and/or county standards for certification as noxious weed free. 

 
o If the animals are coming on to the Forest/Grassland from lands known to 

contain noxious weeds, they will be held on clean forage or fed weed free 
hay for several days to allow the majority of the seeds to pass before turn 
on. 

 
o Any equipment used in the transport of livestock, including horse trailers 

and stock trucks, should be washed before coming onto the allotment, if 
they have been used in areas where noxious weeds are present. 

 
o Any hay, straw or other feeds used on the allotment either shall be 

certified as being free of noxious weeds, or shall consist of heat treated 
pelletized feeds. 

 
o Any seed used on the allotment must be tested by a certified laboratory to 

AOSA standards and certified to meet State standards based on the All 
States Noxious Weed list. 

 
o Your assistance in locating noxious weed sites and reporting them to your 

Forest Officer is greatly appreciated.  If you are able and willing to assist 
in treating noxious weeds, please work with your Forest Officer to 
determine how best to help.  
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 Heritage Resources – Known heritage sites:  It is prohibited to disturb, collect, or 
in any way knowlingly damage any prehistoric, historic, or archaeological 
resource.  New discoveries. If previously unidentified cultural resources are 
discovered, care shall be taken by the permittee and the Forest Service to ensure 
that such sites are not disturbed.  The permittee shall notify the Forest Officer as 
soon as possible if a new site is found so that appropriate evaluation and 
mitigation measures can be made. 

 
Resource-Specific Design Features 
Design features for sage grouse, sensitive/rare plants, heritage resources, pygmy rabbits, 
and drought as detailed below: 
 
 Sage grouse critical breeding complexes (leks and nesting habitat within two 

miles of each lek), are not grazed during the reproductive season.  Additionally, 
grazing restrictions may apply to any other critical habitat, such as critical 
wintering areas. 

 
 On brood-rearing meadows that are not at desired functioning condition, grazing 

restrictions implemented during brooding season.  Implementation might include 
the use of letdown fences around critical habitats such as leks, removing livestock 
grazing from the critical areas, or changing the season of use in critical areas. 

 
 Planned future activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use, such as 

salting, placement of watering sources, and placement of temporary handling 
facilities shall not occur any closer than 0.25 miles of known sensitive and rare 
plant locations. 

 
 Future livestock concentrating activities do not occur in potential habitat for 

sensitive plant species until surveys completed.  Where placement has already 
affected known sensitive and rare plant locations, the activity will be evaluated for 
its adverse effects and a determination made on whether or not design criteria is 
required to provide adequate protection.  Surveys in potential habitat will also 
include existing activities that concentrate livestock use. 

 
 Training will be provided with field tours for appropriate personnel to familiarize 

them with the Rare and Sensitive plants and their habitat.  We will place reports in 
the project file and would contain training provided, surveys preformed, 
monitoring results, and management activities. 

 
 Placement of salt blocks, watering sources, or other range supplements likely to 

concentrate animals in small areas, will be placed to avoid potentially eligible 
heritage resource sites.  Where supplement placement has already affected 
heritage sites, movement should be considered if the site is considered potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
 Before livestock concentration activities such as salting, trailing, and water 

developments are placed within potential pygmy rabbit habitat, these areas will be 
surveyed for denning areas. 
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 Permittees will not place livestock on the Forest when soil moisture levels would 
result in damage to soils and use appropriate management practices such as 
temporary fences, where practical, to protect soils sensitive to impacts from 
livestock grazing. 

 
 Precipitation data will be analyzed prior to the beginning of the grazing season in 

order to determine drought status.  If drought conditions exist, adjustments might 
be made to numbers of animals or length of time on the allotments. 

 
Rangeland Improvements 
Proposed Improvements:  
       

       

 All work will be completed under a cooperative agreement with an approximately 
50:50 cost share. 

 Proposed improvements shown are a part of an adaptive management system.  
Unless otherwise stated above, the actual decision to construct the improvement 
will be based on information derived from monitoring indicating the need as 
provided for in the NEPA Decision for this allotment.  All improvements shown 
are evaluated in the project level NEPA for this allotment as potential adaptive 
options. 

 Required clearances (including ESA and Cultural Resources) will be completed 
prior to initiation of construction. 

 
Maintenance Responsibility: 
Maintenance responsibilities are shown on the attached map (listed by permittee) and on 
the rangeland improvement inventory sheet attached.  The assigned maintenance may 
change over time to reflect changing needs.  When this occurs, the change will be 
implemented by modification of the term grazing permit. 
 Maintenance of all assigned improvements will be to the attached standards. 

o All maintenance must be done annually whether the allotment is actually 
grazed or not. 

o Maintenance must occur throughout the season and cannot be a one-time 
action. 

o Damage resulting from big game, wind or other acts of nature, or human 
caused actions, must be repaired in a timely manner so as to insure the 
integrity of the structure. 

o If serious or repeated problems occur, the permittee will contact the Forest 
Officer and work to determine a long-term solution to the problems. 

o All maintenance of exterior fences must be completed prior to the earlier 
turn on of either the permittee(s) on this allotment, or the adjacent 
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allotment permittee(s).  It is the permittees responsibility to ensure that the 
necessary coordination occurs between adjacent allotments to ensure that 
maintenance is completed in a timely manner. 

o Interior fences must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected unit. 
o All water developments must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected 

unit. 
o Amortized improvements (improvements that have met their planned life 

expectancy) shall be scheduled for replacement under a permit 
modification.  The permittee should work with the Forest Officer to 
develop a list of amortized improvements.  Scheduling will depend on 
funding availability as well as the ability to ensure that necessary 
clearances are obtained. 

o The Forest Service will spot check maintenance as time permits and will 
report any unsatisfactory findings to the permittee. 

o Failure to complete the assigned maintenance in a timely manner and to 
standard may be cause for actions to be taken against the grazing permit.  
These actions may include suspension or cancellation in whole or in part 
depending on the extent and severity of the non-compliance. 

 

Management Options:   
If implementation monitoring shows that allowable use or other standards are not being 
met, one or more of the following options may be implemented: 

 Fence, either hard or electric, the affected riparian area 
 changing the timing and/or amount of time livestock are in any particular 

area 
 increasing riding to improve distribution 
 changing salting locations 
 changing triggers 

If long term monitoring on the benchmark sites indicates that desired condition 
objectives are not being met or moved toward in a timely manner, one or more of the 
following options may be implemented: 

 permitted numbers and seasons of use may be modified 
 allowable use standards may be modified 

 
Over the long term, if necessary, to balance the permitted numbers and/or season with the 
livestock manager’s ability to meet annual use indicators and long-term objectives.  The 
amount of adjustment in seasons or numbers of livestock is usually dependent on the 
effectiveness of the permittee’s livestock management.  The amount of change will be 
based on monitoring.  Any permanent changes to numbers or seasons will be made 
through the term grazing permit and is not subject to further environmental analysis. 
 
Monitoring & Evaluation:  Monitoring has two key aspects.  The first, Implementation 
Monitoring, is designed to show that we are doing what we said that we would do.  In 
other words, that we are using pastures as planned, meeting the allowable use standards, 
maintaining improvements as specified, and so forth.  Much of this monitoring is the 
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permittee responsibility to a large degree.  The second, Effectiveness Monitoring, is 
designed to tell us whether what we are doing is working as planned and to what degree. 
 
Short-Term Monitoring (Implementation) 

 Informal Inspections - Informal inspections will be made as the opportunity 
arises, such as when the Forest Officer is working in the area or is passing 
through the allotment.  Although they are not formal inspections, they will 
often reveal problems or opportunities.  Permittees will be notified by phone 
of any problems needing immediate attention.  In addition, any significant 
observations will be documented in writing, and a copy of the inspection 
report will be sent to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Formal Inspections - Formal inspections will be held as possible with an 
attempt made to include each of the major pastures.  The permittee may be 
requested to accompany the Forest Officer during the inspections.  
Significant findings from these inspections will be documented in a letter or 
inspection note to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Permittee Compliance Monitoring - It is the Permittees responsibility for 
ensuring that maintenance is completed to standard and on time, that 
livestock do not enter the allotment or pasture prior to the approved entry 
date, that livestock are removed from pastures and the allotment as 
specified, and that livestock do not enter or re-enter pastures that either have 
already been grazed, or that are planned for rest.  The permittee(s) will 
monitor the allotment continuously throughout the grazing season, will 
document the findings, and will coordinate with the Forest Officer to resolve 
any problems in a timely manner. 

 Allowable Use Monitoring - Monitoring of allowable use on Key areas is 
the joint responsibility of the Forest Service and the permittee(s).  Although 
the Forest Service will make every effort to assist the permittee in ensuring 
compliance with the standards, the permittee has the ultimate responsibility 
for ensuring that the allowable use standards are met. 

 Information from the Forest Service to the permittee when Forest Service 
monitoring is conducted, will indicate current findings, the standard being 
applied, and will indicate specific action expected of the permittee and the 
expected timeframes for that action, to ensure that standards are met or that 
non-compliance is brought back into compliance.  This documentation may 
be delivered verbally in a timely manner and will be documented in writing.  

 The permittee is also required to maintain written documentation of 
monitoring conducted by him/her, and to share this information with the 
Forest Officer on a timely basis. 
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Long-term Monitoring (Effectiveness) 
The Forest Service will conduct most of the Effectiveness Monitoring on the allotment.  
You are encouraged to participate and can receive the results of any monitoring simply 
by asking.  We will also demonstrate techniques if you are interested. 

You are encouraged to conduct camera point monitoring and to share the information 
with your Forest Officer.  Camera points are easy to set up and are excellent at showing 
longer-term trends in plant health.  Your Forest Officer can work with you to show what 
camera points we currently are monitoring, to suggest areas where camera points are 
needed, and to help you to learn our camera point monitoring system.  The following 
benchmark areas will be used for this monitoring.  The following also describes the type 
of monitoring that may be used and an approximate frequency of 5-10 years. 

 Rapid Assessment Matrices, 
 Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) Protocol, 
 Photographic points, and 

 Rooted Nested Frequency 

 
Annual Operating Instructions  
Each year at the annual permittee meeting (or through correspondence if no meeting is 
held), the permittee, and the Forest Service will develop a set of Annual Operating 
Instructions (AOI) based on this Allotment Management Plan.  Where feasible, multiple 
years AOI’s may be employed with annual written amendments as necessary.  The AOI 
will detail the current season’s management schedule, maintenance responsibilities, 
rangeland development program, allowable use standards, key areas, and so forth.  The 
AOI will become an amendment to this AMP and as such, a part of the Term Grazing 
Permit. 
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Appendices 
 
 

Appendix A: Range Readiness Indicators 
 
 

Grasses: 
 Fescue spp. – leaves average 5-8 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Prairie Junegrass – leaves average about 5 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Kentucky bluegrass – seed heads present 
 Western wheatgrass – leaves average 6-8 inches in height 
 Stipa spp. – leaves average 6 inches or more in height, headed out to blooming 
 
Grasslikes: 
 Carex spp. – heads blooming 
 Water sedge – leaves average 7 inches, heading out 
 
Forbs: 
 Balsamroot – full to past blooming 
 Indian paintbrush – full bloom 
 Low larkspur – full to past bloom 
 Tall larkspur – full growth, blooming to past bloom 
 Geranium – full to past bloom 
 Lupine – early to full bloom 
 Penstemon – full to past bloom 
 Mules Ear – full bloom to plants starting to dry 
 
Shrubs: 
 Serviceberry – fruit forming 
 Mountain Mahogany – fully leafed 
 Aspen – fully leafed, deep green 
 Shrubby cinquefoil – full bloom 
 Chokecherry – full to past blooming 
 Bitterbrush – in bloom 
 Current/gooseberry – flowering 50% or more 

Willow – fully leafed 
 
Soils: 
 

Soils shall be firm and moisture content low enough to ensure that: 
• Soils will not be compacted by grazing activity – especially on fine textured 

soils 
• Sod cover in meadows will not be broken by hoof action 
• Seedlings will not be pulled out of the ground 
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Appendix B – Structural Improvement Maintenance Standards 
 

Water Development Maintenance Standards: 
 

Troughs: 
 Shall be capable of holding water for the intended purpose.  Holes are to be 

plugged or the trough replaced. 
 Troughs are to be level and accessible by all ages of livestock. 
 Metal troughs shall have treated wood or rock supports under them to prevent 

rusting.  The surrounding area (20-foot diameter) shall be reasonably dry with 
gravel or other materials in place to ensure adequate drainage. 

 Troughs will be provided with an escape ramp to allow small birds and animals to 
get out.  This will be placed either in a corner or along one side so that swimming 
animals can easily locate and climb it.  

 Troughs will be cleaned annually with debris removed and shall contain no more 
than two inches of mud, needles, and so forth on the bottom. 

 
Pipelines: 
 Inlet pipe shall carry water from the source to the trough and not leak. 
 Drainpipe from trough shall be kept open, operating, and able to drain 

overflow away from trough to keep area 20 feet around the trough reasonably 
dry. 

 The inlet and overflow pipe shall be covered with soil, rock, logs, etc. to 
protect it.  The overflow shall return to the stream system. 

 Water shall not leak between the source and the pipeline 
 
Spring Developments: 
 The spring source shall be protected from livestock or big game trampling to 

prevent soil displacement, turbidity, and loss of water. 
 A reasonable amount of the available water supply shall flow from the spring 

into the pipe. 
 Spring boxes are to be kept clean of debris. 

 
Stock ponds, pit tanks, and reservoirs: 
 When more than half of the storage is lost due to siltation, the pond, or reservoir 

shall be cleaned out. 
 Soil displacement shall be prevented in spillways.  This may require riprap 

placement around the spillway and along the outflow channel or may be 
accomplished with suitable vegetative cover. 

 If ponds are not sealing adequately, bentonite or other sealers will be used. 
 

Fence Maintenance Standards: 
 

Clearing: 
 The fence right of way is six feet wide and ten feet high on each side of 
the fence. 
 All logs, trees, limbs, slash, brush, and other material will be removed 
from the right-of-way unless otherwise specified. 
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Wire: 
 All broken wire shall be spliced with good condition barbed wire or double strand 
barbless wire.  The splice shall be fastened to the existing wire using a “pigtail” with 
at least three wraps. 
 Three or more splices in a distance of 20 feet will be replaced with a single splice. 
 Wire will be pulled tight using wire stretchers (no twisting of wire to take up 
slack). 
 Wire will be tied off with at least three wraps at all anchor points. 
 Wire spacing, stay spacing, tie downs, etc. will be as per the original construction. 

 
Staples and Nails: 
 Missing staples shall be replaced.  Re-staple all loose wires.  Staple shall not be 
driven home but to a point just where the barbwire will render or give. 
 Missing nails shall be replaced.  Use 50d or 60d nails. 

 
Gates: 
 Gates will be repaired or replaced to at least the same standard as originally 
constructed.  They will be capable of being opened and closed by the public. 
 When tightening bars are rebuilt, a chain will be used. 
 Metal gates will be repaired by welding breaks and will be hung so they do not 
drag. 

 
Jacks, Brace Posts, Corner braces, Stays, etc. 
 All wood brace structures that are no longer able to perform their designed 
function will be reconstructed or replaced. 
 Steel posts will be replaced if twisted or broken.  Steel posts may also be added to 
existing fences to provide additional support. 

 
Let Down Fences 
 All “let down” fences will be fully laid on the ground prior to onset of winter and 
will be fully upright and maintained prior to livestock entry to the affected area. 

 
Buck and Pole Fences, Worm Fences, etc. 
 Fences must be in an upright, serviceable position.  Legs that are spreading and 
lowering the overall height of the fence must be replaced or stabilized. 
 All broken or rotten materials must be replaced. 

 
Corrals and Livestock Handling Facilities 
 Replace all boards that are broken or rotting.   

Facilities may be used by the public and need to be safe.  Keep area clean with regard to 
wire, nails, old boards, etc. 
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Draft Allotment Management Plan 
Ellison Basin Allotment 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 
Ely Ranger District 

2014 
*This Allotment Management Plan is made a part of your Term Grazing Permit in 
accordance with Part 3 Item “Management Practices” of that permit, approved on 
________________ 2014 by Forest Supervisor XXX. 

Allotment Management 
Objective(s):  Livestock grazing will be authorized in a manner that will meet or move 
toward the following resource objective(s) and desired conditions in a timely manner: 

Multiple-use goals in the Forest Plan that apply to livestock grazing and rangeland 
resources are: 
 Goal #10 

“Identify and protect, interpret and manage significant cultural resources.” 
 Goal #14 

Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on 
maintaining or improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges 
(measured in acres), in cooperation with Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

 Goal #15 
Manage classified species, such as bald eagle (E), peregrine falcon (E), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (T), and Bonneville cutthroat trout (S) habitat, to maintain or 
enhance their status through coordination with other land use programs, agency 
cooperation, and direct habitat improvements.   
(Note:  E = endangered, T = threatened, S = Sensitive) 

 Goal # 16 
Specifies that all allotments are managed “…to maintain suitable range presently 
in satisfactory ecological condition, and improve suitable range in less than 
satisfactory condition.”  

 Goal # 17 
Is that the rangeland should be managed to “…produce a sustained yield of forage 
on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing while maintaining or 
enhancing the productivity of the land.”  

 Goal # 18 
Provides direction to “manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to 
wet meadows and riparian areas, and fisheries habitat.” 

 Goal # 19 
To “reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter 
ranges.”  

 Goal # 21 
To “maintain sensitive plant species.”  

 Goal #24 
Emphasize the control of Priority 1 noxious weeds. 
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 Goal #29 
Provide water and soil input to other resource activities to protect or improve 
water quality and soil productivity. 

 Goal #32 
Design and implement practices on the ground that would re-establish acceptable 
soil, hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and 
maintain favorable water flow. 

 Goal #33  
Identify habitat types on the Forest to assist management decisions concerning 
resource use. 

Desired Conditions: 
Within the framework of the Forest Plan as amended, it is the desired future condition of 
the Forest and the District to:  
 Have allotment management plans that incorporate objectives and guidelines to 

improve coordination with other resources;  
 Improve the amount of range in satisfactory ecological condition;  
 Strengthen the noxious weed control effort; and  
 Provide forage for livestock production. 
 Desired conditions will be established as follows, and progress toward meeting 

those desired conditions measured on the following benchmark areas or 
landscapes: 

 
Benchmarks/Key Areas 

PLOT 
CODE PLOT NAME COMMUNITY 

TYPE DATUM ZONE EAST NORTH 

26083 ELLISON PASTURE DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 642988 4322152 

328-002 DEER SPRINGS DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 83 11 639843 4317397 

337-003 NORTH OF HIDDEN 
SPRINGS 002 

MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 646509 4301259 

316-001 COURDUROY BASIN MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 637688 4320202 

329-002 WHITE RIVER 001 MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 650838 4310065 

329-003 WHITE RIVER UPLAND MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 83 11 651007 4310375 

337-004 SECRET SPRINGS 001 MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 648296 4300043 

22996 COPPER CREEK 1 WET MEADOW NAD 27 11 639854 4316870 

22998 COPPER CREEK 2 WET MEADOW NAD 27 11 639460 4316100 

 

 “Livestock grazing is allowed, and contributes to the attainment of healthy rangelands to 
sustain multiple uses…..provides summer forage for cattle when water is available on 
slopes < 35%….livestock grazing is used to maintain or improve big game summer range 
where suitable cover is available….livestock grazing will maintain for sage grouse 
summer and brood rearing habitat on upland rangelands.” 
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Management: 
 Authorized Use will be approximately 415 cow/calf pairs for an average of 1500 

head months (or for not to exceed an on date of 6/16 to an off date of 10/15. 

 Yearlings may be substituted for mature cow/calf pairs at a conversion factor 
based on their weight at time of entry to the allotment (based on one AUM being 
equal to the forage requirement of a 1000-pound cow with a calf less than 6 
months of age).  Total animal unit months capacity under current management for 
the allotment is estimated at 1980. 

 Mature cows significantly heavier than 1000 pounds will require an adjustment in 
authorized numbers and seasons to maintain actual AUM’s.  

 Seasons of use may vary between 6/1 and 10/30.   

 Approximate rotation schedule (to be adjusted via the AOI based on monitoring 
results from the previous year(s): 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2009 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
Lampson 
Canyon/ 

Cathedral  
6/16 

 
7/22 

 
37 

 
1.23 

 
795.9 

Six Mile 7/23 8/30 39 1.3 841.2 
Hamilton 8/31 10/15 16 .53 342.9 

                                    
Total 92 3.06 1980 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2010 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
Hamilton 6/16 7/15 30 1.0 647 
Six Mile 7/16 8/21 37 1.23 795.9 
Lampson 
Canyon/ 

Cathedral 
8/22 

 
10/15 

25 0.83 537.1 

                                    
Total 92 3.06 1980 

 
Allowable Use and Other Standards: 
Allowable use standards may be adjusted as provided for in the NEPA Decision for this 
allotment to adapt to monitoring results indicating a need for change.  Actual pasture 
moves are to be completed by the time that:  

a) The allowable use standard is reached on any of the key areas, or  
b) The scheduled off date occurs, whichever occurs first. 
c) In the case of more than one standard being applicable to a given pasture, the 
standard being reached first will dictate pasture move. 

  
This will usually necessitate beginning the move one or more days prior to reaching the 
allowable use standard or the scheduled off date.  Any livestock use occurring after the 
scheduled off date must be approved in advance by the Forest Officer and will be based 
on an estimate of forage remaining until allowable use standards are reached.  Be sure the 
Forest Officer is made aware of your pasture moves before they begin. 
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Herbaceous Species: 
The Forest applies utilization standards to both riparian and upland herbaceous species.  
Trigger points for proper use in riparian and upland areas are from 0-XX % for 
herbaceous vegetation depending on current condition.  Proper use, based on existing 
grazing management and setting should be checked against trend data to determine if the 
current proper use is appropriate or may need to be adjusted (Swanson et al, 2006). 
 
Utilization Standards for Herbaceous Vegetation 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Non-Riparian Up to 50% Up to 40% Up to 30% 
Aspen Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
All Meadows Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
Stream/Riparian Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
 
Woody Species:  
Woody riparian species play an important role in some riparian systems, providing shade, 
nesting and foraging habitat for wildlife, and roots and stems for roughness and 
streambank stability.  Other woody species provide important wildlife habitat in uplands.  
Many of these species are palatable to livestock and/or wildlife.  Excessive use of woody 
species can prevent regeneration and limit density, height, canopy volume, or habitat 
quantity and quality.  Specific use levels on woody species are used as triggers for 
livestock movement.  Use levels for woody species should not be used as a long-term 
resource objective.  Trigger points for livestock on woody species are from 0-35%, 
depending on current condition. 
 
Utilization Standards for Woody Vegetation 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Non-Riparian 
(bitterbrush, 
snowberry, 
serviceberry) 

Up to 35% Up to 25% Up to 15% 

Aspen Up to 20% of Up to 20% of Up to 20% of 
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VEGETATIVE 

 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

available suckers 
browsed 

available suckers 
browsed 

available suckers 
browsed 

Stream/Riparian  Up to 30% Up to 20% Up to 10% 
 
Soil Disturbance/Streambank Alteration: 
Stable soils and streambanks maintain soil productivity, decrease rates of erosion, 
improve water quality, and aquatic habitat.  Trigger points for livestock on soil 
disturbance and/or streambank disturbance are from 0-20%, depending on current 
condition. 
 
Disturbance/Alteration Standards for Soils and Streambanks 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Soil Disturbance or 
Streambank 
Alteration 

Up to 20% Up to 20% Up to 10% 

 
Livestock Management 
 
 Salt and Supplement Placement – Salt or supplement can be used to improve 

distribution of livestock into areas of light use and to lessen grazing impacts to 
key areas.   
o All salt or supplement will be placed away from key areas and available 

water, in areas where livestock is usually light.   
o It should be moved progressively to allow animals to find it and to become 

used to grazing in the vicinity.  Animals may also need to be herded to the salt 
and bedded in the general vicinity.   

o In no case will salt or supplement be placed closer than ¼ mile to streams, 
springs, water developments, or other wetlands without prior approval of the 
Forest Officer.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed within tree regeneration areas where the 
smallest trees are less than three feet tall.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed near trailheads, on open roads, in areas 
of concentrated public use, or in other areas where such placement is liable to 
result in conflicts with other Forest or Grassland users. 

o Unless otherwise agreed to by the Forest Officer, salt or supplement shall be 
removed from a pasture when the livestock are removed. 

 
 Range Readiness and Turn On – livestock entry onto the allotment or into a 

specific pasture or camp area will not be authorized until the soils are dry enough 
to withstand grazing and forage plants are ready to be grazed.  After a sufficient 
time for mothering up, livestock are to be distributed throughout the pasture on 
the same day as they are turned out.  In no case is it acceptable to leave the 
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livestock to distribute themselves.  Livestock are not to be turned out onto areas of 
resource concern such as riparian areas, areas near concentrated public use, 
trailheads, and so forth.  Coordinate with the Forest Officer to ensure that we are 
not creating problems for ourselves.  Permission for initial turn out must be 
obtained from the Forest Officer at least 5 days in advance.  General rangeland 
readiness indicators are attached at the end of this AMP. 

 
 Pasture Move Dates - scheduled pasture movements as established by the plan 

are necessarily flexible.  Actual moves will be determined, to the extent practical, 
by on-the-ground inspections.  

o The permittee will plan to have the pasture move completed by the 
scheduled date shown in the Annual Operating Instructions, or by the time 
that the allowable use level is reached on any one of the Key Areas within 
the given pasture, whichever occurs first.  Any changes in this must be 
agreed to in advance by the Forest Officer.  

o It is the permittees responsibility to maintain a current knowledge of the 
status of the unit with regard to allowable use standards and current use 
levels and to either plan on moving early, if needed, or to request an 
extension, if justified.  

o If actual use on all of the key areas in the pasture is less than the allowable 
use standards by the scheduled move date, the permittee may request 
approval to remain in the unit for additional time.  If the permittee believes 
that additional time is justified, the Forest Officer must be notified at least 
five (5) days in advance to permit an adequate inspection and 
determination. 

 
 Allotment/Pasture Exit – The off date for a pasture is the date when livestock 

are to be fully out of a unit, or in the case of the last unit, fully off the allotment.   
o The Forest Service recognizes that moves from one pasture to another cannot 

usually be accomplished in one day.  It is your responsibility to begin early 
movements of livestock to ensure that pastures are clean by the dates 
specified.  Early movement shall not exceed five days unless approved in 
advance by the Forest Officer. 

o Extensions of the grazing season if desired and justified, must be requested at 
least 21 days in advance of the off date to allow time for inspection and 
preparation/payment of the bill for collection.  Extensions may be granted 
only if they meet the management constraints that have been specified 
regarding season of use, allowable use or other standards, and so forth.   

o Failure to completely remove livestock from a pasture by the off date may 
result in action being taken against the grazing permit(s). 

o Livestock remaining on the National Forest System lands after the end of the 
authorized grazing season must be billed for at the unauthorized use rate, and 
may be cause for action to be taken against the grazing permit. 

 
 Areas Closed to Grazing -       
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 Riding and Herding – Depending on the pasture, the permittee should spend as 
much time as needed in moving livestock away from areas of concern (meadows, 
riparian areas, key areas, and so forth) and into areas of normally light use.  This 
is entirely to the benefit of the permittee as it allows the livestock to make use of 
forage that otherwise will not be grazed before allowable use standards are met in 
the key areas and the livestock are required to be removed from the pasture. 

 
Permittees are encouraged to employ gentle herding techniques based on slow 
movement, herding in the afternoon and early evening rather than morning, 
bedding livestock in the desired area overnight, letting the livestock respond to 
your movements, rather than pushing them hard, and so forth.  This has proven to 
result in better overall distribution with less stress on the livestock. 

 
 Crossing Permits – Any livestock movement across National Forest System 

lands other than within the permitted allotment and the permitted season must be 
done under a crossing permit.  This permit can be obtained through the Forest 
Officer. 

 
 Access and Travel Management – The permittee is authorized to use Off 

Highway Vehicles (OHV) on existing roads and trails in order to facilitate their 
administration of this term grazing permit.  OHV use off existing roads and trails 
is allowed in order to maintain structural range improvements, place salt, and 
remove dead livestock as needed. 

 
 Livestock Monitoring – The Forest Service may require all permitted livestock 

on the allotment to be ear tagged with the numbered tags to be provided by the 
Forest Service.  If this is done, the permittee will be responsible for ensuring that 
all tags are accounted for, that tags for animals to be sold are returned to the 
Forest Service for exchange, and that no livestock without proper tagging are 
allowed on the allotment. 

 
 Disposal of Dead livestock - Any dead livestock will be moved to a location 

greater than 200 feet from water and out of view from roads, trails, or other areas 
of concentrated public use.  The key is to do what is feasible to avoid potentials 
for conflict. 

 
 Coordination for Animal Damage Management - neither the permittee nor his 

/her employees shall use or place poison or devices for predator control on the 
National Forest.  Animal damage management activities will be carried out by 
APHIS or by the U.S.D.A. Wildlife Services, whichever has the responsibility for 
the offending species.  If predation problems arise, the permittee shall notify, as 
soon as possible, the Forest Officer and that Officer shall assess the need for 
animal damage management activities and notify the appropriate agency as 
warranted.  This clause is not meant to preclude the permittee from taking actions 
to protect livestock that are under immediate threat if compliance with appropriate 
State law and regulation is ensured.  It is the permittees responsibility to work 
with the State agency to fully understand those laws and regulations. 
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 Wilderness - Livestock management in wilderness requires special consideration 
of the wilderness values.  Motorized vehicle use may be permitted under special 
circumstances, as may the use of motorized equipment.  If there is a need for such 
permission, please contact your Forest Officer. 

 
o Manage your livestock within wilderness to minimize impacts on the 

natural environment and to avoid conflict with other users of the area. 
 

 Noxious Weed Prevention Practices – It is the permittees responsibility to 
ensure that your livestock do not contribute to the transport of noxious weeds onto 
the allotment. 

 
o By USDA order 04-00-097, all non-pelletized hay, straw or mulch 

possessed, stored, or transported on National Forest System Lands, in 
individual bales or containers, must be tagged or marked as noxious weed 
free, or must have the original and current evidence of noxious weed free 
certification documentation present.  All markings must meet the State 
and/or county standards for certification as noxious weed free. 

 
o If the animals are coming on to the Forest/Grassland from lands known to 

contain noxious weeds, they will be held on clean forage or fed weed free 
hay for several days to allow the majority of the seeds to pass before turn 
on. 

 
o Any equipment used in the transport of livestock, including horse trailers 

and stock trucks, should be washed before coming onto the allotment, if 
they have been used in areas where noxious weeds are present. 

 
o Any hay, straw or other feeds used on the allotment either shall be 

certified as being free of noxious weeds, or shall consist of heat treated 
pelletized feeds. 

 
o Any seed used on the allotment must be tested by a certified laboratory to 

AOSA standards and certified to meet State standards based on the All 
States Noxious Weed list. 

 
o Your assistance in locating noxious weed sites and reporting them to your 

Forest Officer is greatly appreciated.  If you are able and willing to assist 
in treating noxious weeds, please work with your Forest Officer to 
determine how best to help.  
 

 Heritage Resources – Known heritage sites:  It is prohibited to disturb, collect, or 
in any way knowlingly damage any prehistoric, historic, or archaeological 
resource.  New discoveries. If previously unidentified cultural resources are 
discovered, care shall be taken by the permittee and the Forest Service to ensure 
that such sites are not disturbed.  The permittee shall notify the Forest Officer as 
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soon as possible if a new site is found so that appropriate evaluation and 
mitigation measures can be made. 

 
Resource-Specific Design Features 
Design features for sage grouse, sensitive/rare plants, heritage resources, pygmy rabbits, 
and drought as detailed below: 
 
 Sage grouse critical breeding complexes (leks and nesting habitat within two 

miles of each lek), are not grazed during the reproductive season.  Additionally, 
grazing restrictions may apply to any other critical habitat, such as critical 
wintering areas. 

 
 On brood-rearing meadows that are not at desired functioning condition, grazing 

restrictions implemented during brooding season.  Implementation might include 
the use of letdown fences around critical habitats such as leks, removing livestock 
grazing from the critical areas, or changing the season of use in critical areas. 

 
 Planned future activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use, such as 

salting, placement of watering sources, and placement of temporary handling 
facilities shall not occur any closer than 0.25 miles of known sensitive and rare 
plant locations. 

 
 Future livestock concentrating activities do not occur in potential habitat for 

sensitive plant species until surveys completed.  Where placement has already 
affected known sensitive and rare plant locations, the activity will be evaluated for 
its adverse effects and a determination made on whether or not design criteria is 
required to provide adequate protection.  Surveys in potential habitat will also 
include existing activities that concentrate livestock use. 

 
 Training will be provided with field tours for appropriate personnel to familiarize 

them with the Rare and Sensitive plants and their habitat.  We will place reports in 
the project file and would contain training provided, surveys preformed, 
monitoring results, and management activities. 

 
 Placement of salt blocks, watering sources, or other range supplements likely to 

concentrate animals in small areas, will be placed to avoid potentially eligible 
heritage resource sites.  Where supplement placement has already affected 
heritage sites, movement should be considered if the site is considered potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
 Before livestock concentration activities such as salting, trailing, and water 

developments are placed within potential pygmy rabbit habitat, these areas will be 
surveyed for denning areas. 

 
 Permittees will not place livestock on the Forest when soil moisture levels would 

result in damage to soils and use appropriate management practices such as 
temporary fences, where practical, to protect soils sensitive to impacts from 
livestock grazing. 
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 Precipitation data will be analyzed prior to the beginning of the grazing season in 
order to determine drought status.  If drought conditions exist, adjustments might 
be made to numbers of animals or length of time on the allotments. 

 
Rangeland Improvements 
Proposed Improvements:  
       

       

 All work will be completed under a cooperative agreement with an approximately 
50:50 cost share. 

 Proposed improvements shown are a part of an adaptive management system.  
Unless otherwise stated above, the actual decision to construct the improvement 
will be based on information derived from monitoring indicating the need as 
provided for in the NEPA Decision for this allotment.  All improvements shown 
are evaluated in the project level NEPA for this allotment as potential adaptive 
options. 

 Required clearances (including ESA and Cultural Resources) will be completed 
prior to initiation of construction. 

 
Maintenance Responsibility: 
Maintenance responsibilities are shown on the attached map (listed by permittee) and on 
the rangeland improvement inventory sheet attached.  The assigned maintenance may 
change over time to reflect changing needs.  When this occurs, the change will be 
implemented by modification of the term grazing permit. 
 Maintenance of all assigned improvements will be to the attached standards. 

o All maintenance must be done annually whether the allotment is actually 
grazed or not. 

o Maintenance must occur throughout the season and cannot be a one-time 
action. 

o Damage resulting from big game, wind or other acts of nature, or human 
caused actions, must be repaired in a timely manner so as to insure the 
integrity of the structure. 

o If serious or repeated problems occur, the permittee will contact the Forest 
Officer and work to determine a long-term solution to the problems. 

o All maintenance of exterior fences must be completed prior to the earlier 
turn on of either the permittee(s) on this allotment, or the adjacent 
allotment permittee(s).  It is the permittees responsibility to ensure that the 
necessary coordination occurs between adjacent allotments to ensure that 
maintenance is completed in a timely manner. 

o Interior fences must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected unit. 
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o All water developments must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected 
unit. 

o Amortized improvements (improvements that have met their planned life 
expectancy) shall be scheduled for replacement under a permit 
modification.  The permittee should work with the Forest Officer to 
develop a list of amortized improvements.  Scheduling will depend on 
funding availability as well as the ability to ensure that necessary 
clearances are obtained. 

o The Forest Service will spot check maintenance as time permits and will 
report any unsatisfactory findings to the permittee. 

o Failure to complete the assigned maintenance in a timely manner and to 
standard may be cause for actions to be taken against the grazing permit.  
These actions may include suspension or cancellation in whole or in part 
depending on the extent and severity of the non-compliance. 

 

Management Options:   
If implementation monitoring shows that allowable use or other standards are not being 
met, one or more of the following options may be implemented: 

 Fence, either hard or electric, the affected riparian area 
 changing the timing and/or amount of time livestock are in any particular 

area 
 increasing riding to improve distribution 
 changing salting locations 
 changing triggers 

If long term monitoring on the benchmark sites indicates that desired condition 
objectives are not being met or moved toward in a timely manner, one or more of the 
following options may be implemented: 

 permitted numbers and seasons of use may be modified 
 allowable use standards may be modified 

 
Over the long term, if necessary, to balance the permitted numbers and/or season with the 
livestock manager’s ability to meet annual use indicators and long-term objectives.  The 
amount of adjustment in seasons or numbers of livestock is usually dependent on the 
effectiveness of the permittee’s livestock management.  The amount of change will be 
based on monitoring.  Any permanent changes to numbers or seasons will be made 
through the term grazing permit and is not subject to further environmental analysis. 
 
Monitoring & Evaluation:  Monitoring has two key aspects.  The first, Implementation 
Monitoring, is designed to show that we are doing what we said that we would do.  In 
other words, that we are using pastures as planned, meeting the allowable use standards, 
maintaining improvements as specified, and so forth.  Much of this monitoring is the 
permittee responsibility to a large degree.  The second, Effectiveness Monitoring, is 
designed to tell us whether what we are doing is working as planned and to what degree. 
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Short-Term Monitoring (Implementation) 
 Informal Inspections - Informal inspections will be made as the opportunity 

arises, such as when the Forest Officer is working in the area or is passing 
through the allotment.  Although they are not formal inspections, they will 
often reveal problems or opportunities.  Permittees will be notified by phone 
of any problems needing immediate attention.  In addition, any significant 
observations will be documented in writing, and a copy of the inspection 
report will be sent to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Formal Inspections - Formal inspections will be held as possible with an 
attempt made to include each of the major pastures.  The permittee may be 
requested to accompany the Forest Officer during the inspections.  
Significant findings from these inspections will be documented in a letter or 
inspection note to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Permittee Compliance Monitoring - It is the Permittees responsibility for 
ensuring that maintenance is completed to standard and on time, that 
livestock do not enter the allotment or pasture prior to the approved entry 
date, that livestock are removed from pastures and the allotment as 
specified, and that livestock do not enter or re-enter pastures that either have 
already been grazed, or that are planned for rest.  The permittee(s) will 
monitor the allotment continuously throughout the grazing season, will 
document the findings, and will coordinate with the Forest Officer to resolve 
any problems in a timely manner. 

 Allowable Use Monitoring - Monitoring of allowable use on Key areas is 
the joint responsibility of the Forest Service and the permittee(s).  Although 
the Forest Service will make every effort to assist the permittee in ensuring 
compliance with the standards, the permittee has the ultimate responsibility 
for ensuring that the allowable use standards are met. 

 Information from the Forest Service to the permittee when Forest Service 
monitoring is conducted, will indicate current findings, the standard being 
applied, and will indicate specific action expected of the permittee and the 
expected timeframes for that action, to ensure that standards are met or that 
non-compliance is brought back into compliance.  This documentation may 
be delivered verbally in a timely manner and will be documented in writing.  

 The permittee is also required to maintain written documentation of 
monitoring conducted by him/her, and to share this information with the 
Forest Officer on a timely basis. 

 
Long-term Monitoring (Effectiveness) 
The Forest Service will conduct most of the Effectiveness Monitoring on the allotment.  
You are encouraged to participate and can receive the results of any monitoring simply 
by asking.  We will also demonstrate techniques if you are interested. 

You are encouraged to conduct camera point monitoring and to share the information 
with your Forest Officer.  Camera points are easy to set up and are excellent at showing 
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longer-term trends in plant health.  Your Forest Officer can work with you to show what 
camera points we currently are monitoring, to suggest areas where camera points are 
needed, and to help you to learn our camera point monitoring system.  The following 
benchmark areas will be used for this monitoring.  The following also describes the type 
of monitoring that may be used and an approximate frequency of 5-10 years. 

 Rapid Assessment Matrices, 
 Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) Protocol, 
 Photographic points, and 

 Rooted Nested Frequency 

 
Annual Operating Instructions  
Each year at the annual permittee meeting (or through correspondence if no meeting is 
held), the permittee, and the Forest Service will develop a set of Annual Operating 
Instructions (AOI) based on this Allotment Management Plan.  Where feasible, multiple 
years AOI’s may be employed with annual written amendments as necessary.  The AOI 
will detail the current season’s management schedule, maintenance responsibilities, 
rangeland development program, allowable use standards, key areas, and so forth.  The 
AOI will become an amendment to this AMP and as such, a part of the Term Grazing 
Permit. 
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Appendix A: Range Readiness Indicators 
 
 

Grasses: 
 Fescue spp. – leaves average 5-8 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Prairie Junegrass – leaves average about 5 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Kentucky bluegrass – seed heads present 
 Western wheatgrass – leaves average 6-8 inches in height 
 Stipa spp. – leaves average 6 inches or more in height, headed out to blooming 
 
Grasslikes: 
 Carex spp. – heads blooming 
 Water sedge – leaves average 7 inches, heading out 
 
Forbs: 
 Balsamroot – full to past blooming 
 Indian paintbrush – full bloom 
 Low larkspur – full to past bloom 
 Tall larkspur – full growth, blooming to past bloom 
 Geranium – full to past bloom 
 Lupine – early to full bloom 
 Penstemon – full to past bloom 
 Mules Ear – full bloom to plants starting to dry 
 
Shrubs: 
 Serviceberry – fruit forming 
 Mountain Mahogany – fully leafed 
 Aspen – fully leafed, deep green 
 Shrubby cinquefoil – full bloom 
 Chokecherry – full to past blooming 
 Bitterbrush – in bloom 
 Current/gooseberry – flowering 50% or more 

Willow – fully leafed 
 
Soils: 
 

Soils shall be firm and moisture content low enough to ensure that: 
• Soils will not be compacted by grazing activity – especially on fine textured 

soils 
• Sod cover in meadows will not be broken by hoof action 
• Seedlings will not be pulled out of the ground 
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Appendix B – Structural Improvement Maintenance Standards 
 

Water Development Maintenance Standards: 
 

Troughs: 
 Shall be capable of holding water for the intended purpose.  Holes are to be 

plugged or the trough replaced. 
 Troughs are to be level and accessible by all ages of livestock. 
 Metal troughs shall have treated wood or rock supports under them to prevent 

rusting.  The surrounding area (20-foot diameter) shall be reasonably dry with 
gravel or other materials in place to ensure adequate drainage. 

 Troughs will be provided with an escape ramp to allow small birds and animals to 
get out.  This will be placed either in a corner or along one side so that swimming 
animals can easily locate and climb it.  

 Troughs will be cleaned annually with debris removed and shall contain no more 
than two inches of mud, needles, and so forth on the bottom. 

 
Pipelines: 
 Inlet pipe shall carry water from the source to the trough and not leak. 
 Drainpipe from trough shall be kept open, operating, and able to drain 

overflow away from trough to keep area 20 feet around the trough reasonably 
dry. 

 The inlet and overflow pipe shall be covered with soil, rock, logs, etc. to 
protect it.  The overflow shall return to the stream system. 

 Water shall not leak between the source and the pipeline 
 
Spring Developments: 
 The spring source shall be protected from livestock or big game trampling to 

prevent soil displacement, turbidity, and loss of water. 
 A reasonable amount of the available water supply shall flow from the spring 

into the pipe. 
 Spring boxes are to be kept clean of debris. 

 
Stock ponds, pit tanks, and reservoirs: 
 When more than half of the storage is lost due to siltation, the pond, or reservoir 

shall be cleaned out. 
 Soil displacement shall be prevented in spillways.  This may require riprap 

placement around the spillway and along the outflow channel or may be 
accomplished with suitable vegetative cover. 

 If ponds are not sealing adequately, bentonite or other sealers will be used. 
 

Fence Maintenance Standards: 
 

Clearing: 
 The fence right of way is six feet wide and ten feet high on each side of 
the fence. 
 All logs, trees, limbs, slash, brush, and other material will be removed 
from the right-of-way unless otherwise specified. 
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Wire: 
 All broken wire shall be spliced with good condition barbed wire or double strand 
barbless wire.  The splice shall be fastened to the existing wire using a “pigtail” with 
at least three wraps. 
 Three or more splices in a distance of 20 feet will be replaced with a single splice. 
 Wire will be pulled tight using wire stretchers (no twisting of wire to take up 
slack). 
 Wire will be tied off with at least three wraps at all anchor points. 
 Wire spacing, stay spacing, tie downs, etc. will be as per the original construction. 

 
Staples and Nails: 
 Missing staples shall be replaced.  Re-staple all loose wires.  Staple shall not be 
driven home but to a point just where the barbwire will render or give. 
 Missing nails shall be replaced.  Use 50d or 60d nails. 

 
Gates: 
 Gates will be repaired or replaced to at least the same standard as originally 
constructed.  They will be capable of being opened and closed by the public. 
 When tightening bars are rebuilt, a chain will be used. 
 Metal gates will be repaired by welding breaks and will be hung so they do not 
drag. 

 
Jacks, Brace Posts, Corner braces, Stays, etc. 
 All wood brace structures that are no longer able to perform their designed 
function will be reconstructed or replaced. 
 Steel posts will be replaced if twisted or broken.  Steel posts may also be added to 
existing fences to provide additional support. 

 
Let Down Fences 
 All “let down” fences will be fully laid on the ground prior to onset of winter and 
will be fully upright and maintained prior to livestock entry to the affected area. 

 
Buck and Pole Fences, Worm Fences, etc. 
 Fences must be in an upright, serviceable position.  Legs that are spreading and 
lowering the overall height of the fence must be replaced or stabilized. 
 All broken or rotten materials must be replaced. 

 
Corrals and Livestock Handling Facilities 
 Replace all boards that are broken or rotting.   

Facilities may be used by the public and need to be safe.  Keep area clean with regard to 
wire, nails, old boards, etc. 
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Draft Allotment Management Plan 
Illipah Allotment 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 
Ely Ranger District 

2014 
*This Allotment Management Plan is made a part of your Term Grazing Permit in 
accordance with Part 3 Item “Management Practices” of that permit, approved on 
_____________ 2014 by Forest Supervisor XXX. 

Allotment Management 
Objective(s):  Livestock grazing will be authorized in a manner that will meet or move 
toward the following resource objective(s) and desired conditions in a timely manner: 

Multiple-use goals in the Forest Plan that apply to livestock grazing and rangeland 
resources are: 
 Goal #10 

“Identify and protect, interpret and manage significant cultural resources.” 
 Goal #14 

Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on 
maintaining or improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges 
(measured in acres), in cooperation with Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

 Goal #15 
Manage classified species, such as bald eagle (E), peregrine falcon (E), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (T), and Bonneville cutthroat trout (S) habitat, to maintain or 
enhance their status through coordination with other land use programs, agency 
cooperation, and direct habitat improvements.   
(Note:  E = endangered, T = threatened, S = Sensitive) 

 Goal # 16 
Specifies that all allotments are managed “…to maintain suitable range presently 
in satisfactory ecological condition, and improve suitable range in less than 
satisfactory condition.”  

 Goal # 17 
Is that the rangeland should be managed to “…produce a sustained yield of forage 
on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing while maintaining or 
enhancing the productivity of the land.”  

 Goal # 18 
Provides direction to “manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to 
wet meadows and riparian areas, and fisheries habitat.” 

 Goal # 19 
To “reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter 
ranges.”  

 Goal # 21 
To “maintain sensitive plant species.”  

 Goal #24 
Emphasize the control of Priority 1 noxious weeds. 
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 Goal #29 
Provide water and soil input to other resource activities to protect or improve 
water quality and soil productivity. 

 Goal #32 
Design and implement practices on the ground that would re-establish acceptable 
soil, hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and 
maintain favorable water flow. 

 Goal #33  
Identify habitat types on the Forest to assist management decisions concerning 
resource use. 

Desired Conditions: 
Within the framework of the Forest Plan as amended, it is the desired future condition of 
the Forest and the District to:  
 Have allotment management plans that incorporate objectives and guidelines to 

improve coordination with other resources;  
 Improve the amount of range in satisfactory ecological condition;  
 Strengthen the noxious weed control effort; and  
 Provide forage for livestock production. 
 Desired conditions will be established as follows, and progress toward meeting 

those desired conditions measured on the following benchmark areas or 
landscapes: 

 
Benchmarks/Key Areas 

PLOT 
CODE PLOT NAME COMMUNITY TYPE DATUM ZONE EAST NORTH 

298-001 MOORMAN RANCH 
001 BLACK SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 644962 4351811 

307-001 MOORMAN RANCH 
002 BLACK SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 644704 4345327 

23009 ABOVE 
APPLEGARTH 

DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 633312 4340423 

306-001 ASPEN SPRINGS 002 DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 638116 4342609 

306-002 CHICKEN SPRING 
001 

DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 638825 4344789 

297-001 ILLIPAH 003 MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 638260 4350559 

297-002 POISON SPRING 004 MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 634740 4345571 

23010 ASPEN SPRINGS WET MEADOW NAD 27 11 638234 4342045 

23011 ASPEN SPRINGS 
EXCLOSURE WET MEADOW NAD 27 11 638767 4342068 

 

“Livestock grazing is allowed, and contributes to the attainment of healthy rangelands to 
sustain multiple uses…..provides summer forage for cattle when water is available on 
slopes < 35%….livestock grazing is used to maintain or improve big game summer range 
where suitable cover is available….livestock grazing will maintain for sage grouse 
summer and brood rearing habitat on upland rangelands.” 
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Management: 
 Authorized Use will be approximately 415 cow/calf pairs for an average of 1500 

head months (or for not to exceed an on date of 6/16 to an off date of 10/15. 

 Yearlings may be substituted for mature cow/calf pairs at a conversion factor 
based on their weight at time of entry to the allotment (based on one AUM being 
equal to the forage requirement of a 1000-pound cow with a calf less than 6 
months of age).  Total animal unit months capacity under current management for 
the allotment is estimated at 1980. 

 Mature cows significantly heavier than 1000 pounds will require an adjustment in 
authorized numbers and seasons to maintain actual AUM’s.  

 Seasons of use may vary between 6/1 and 10/30.   

 Approximate rotation schedule (to be adjusted via the AOI based on monitoring 
results from the previous year(s): 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2009 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
Lampson 
Canyon/ 

Cathedral  
6/16 

 
7/22 

 
37 

 
1.23 

 
795.9 

Six Mile 7/23 8/30 39 1.3 841.2 
Hamilton 8/31 10/15 16 .53 342.9 

                                    
Total 92 3.06 1980 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2010 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
Hamilton 6/16 7/15 30 1.0 647 
Six Mile 7/16 8/21 37 1.23 795.9 
Lampson 
Canyon/ 

Cathedral 
8/22 

 
10/15 

25 0.83 537.1 

                                    
Total 92 3.06 1980 

 
Allowable Use and Other Standards: 
Allowable use standards may be adjusted as provided for in the NEPA Decision for this 
allotment to adapt to monitoring results indicating a need for change.  Actual pasture 
moves are to be completed by the time that:  

a) The allowable use standard is reached on any of the key areas, or  
b) The scheduled off date occurs, whichever occurs first. 
c) In the case of more than one standard being applicable to a given pasture, the 
standard being reached first will dictate pasture move. 

  
This will usually necessitate beginning the move one or more days prior to reaching the 
allowable use standard or the scheduled off date.  Any livestock use occurring after the 
scheduled off date must be approved in advance by the Forest Officer and will be based 
on an estimate of forage remaining until allowable use standards are reached.  Be sure the 
Forest Officer is made aware of your pasture moves before they begin. 
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Herbaceous Species: 
The Forest applies utilization standards to both riparian and upland herbaceous species.  
Trigger points for proper use in riparian and upland areas are from 0-XX % for 
herbaceous vegetation depending on current condition.  Proper use, based on existing 
grazing management and setting should be checked against trend data to determine if the 
current proper use is appropriate or may need to be adjusted (Swanson et al, 2006). 
 
Utilization Standards for Herbaceous Vegetation 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Non-Riparian Up to 50% Up to 40% Up to 30% 
Aspen Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
All Meadows Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
Stream/Riparian Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
 
Woody Species:  
Woody riparian species play an important role in some riparian systems, providing shade, 
nesting and foraging habitat for wildlife, and roots and stems for roughness and 
streambank stability.  Other woody species provide important wildlife habitat in uplands.  
Many of these species are palatable to livestock and/or wildlife.  Excessive use of woody 
species can prevent regeneration and limit density, height, canopy volume, or habitat 
quantity and quality.  Specific use levels on woody species are used as triggers for 
livestock movement.  Use levels for woody species should not be used as a long-term 
resource objective.  Trigger points for livestock on woody species are from 0-35%, 
depending on current condition. 
 
Utilization Standards for Woody Vegetation 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Non-Riparian 
(bitterbrush, 
snowberry, 
serviceberry) 

Up to 35% Up to 25% Up to 15% 

Aspen Up to 20% of Up to 20% of Up to 20% of 
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VEGETATIVE 

 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

available suckers 
browsed 

available suckers 
browsed 

available suckers 
browsed 

Stream/Riparian  Up to 30% Up to 20% Up to 10% 
 
Soil Disturbance/Streambank Alteration: 
Stable soils and streambanks maintain soil productivity, decrease rates of erosion, 
improve water quality, and aquatic habitat.  Trigger points for livestock on soil 
disturbance and/or streambank disturbance are from 0-20%, depending on current 
condition. 
 
Disturbance/Alteration Standards for Soils and Streambanks 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Soil Disturbance or 
Streambank 
Alteration 

Up to 20% Up to 20% Up to 10% 

 
Livestock Management 
 
 Salt and Supplement Placement – Salt or supplement can be used to improve 

distribution of livestock into areas of light use and to lessen grazing impacts to 
key areas.   
o All salt or supplement will be placed away from key areas and available 

water, in areas where livestock is usually light.   
o It should be moved progressively to allow animals to find it and to become 

used to grazing in the vicinity.  Animals may also need to be herded to the salt 
and bedded in the general vicinity.   

o In no case will salt or supplement be placed closer than ¼ mile to streams, 
springs, water developments, or other wetlands without prior approval of the 
Forest Officer.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed within tree regeneration areas where the 
smallest trees are less than three feet tall.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed near trailheads, on open roads, in areas 
of concentrated public use, or in other areas where such placement is liable to 
result in conflicts with other Forest or Grassland users. 

o Unless otherwise agreed to by the Forest Officer, salt or supplement shall be 
removed from a pasture when the livestock are removed. 

 
 Range Readiness and Turn On – livestock entry onto the allotment or into a 

specific pasture or camp area will not be authorized until the soils are dry enough 
to withstand grazing and forage plants are ready to be grazed.  After a sufficient 
time for mothering up, livestock are to be distributed throughout the pasture on 
the same day as they are turned out.  In no case is it acceptable to leave the 
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livestock to distribute themselves.  Livestock are not to be turned out onto areas of 
resource concern such as riparian areas, areas near concentrated public use, 
trailheads, and so forth.  Coordinate with the Forest Officer to ensure that we are 
not creating problems for ourselves.  Permission for initial turn out must be 
obtained from the Forest Officer at least 5 days in advance.  General rangeland 
readiness indicators are attached at the end of this AMP. 

 
 Pasture Move Dates - scheduled pasture movements as established by the plan 

are necessarily flexible.  Actual moves will be determined, to the extent practical, 
by on-the-ground inspections.  

o The permittee will plan to have the pasture move completed by the 
scheduled date shown in the Annual Operating Instructions, or by the time 
that the allowable use level is reached on any one of the Key Areas within 
the given pasture, whichever occurs first.  Any changes in this must be 
agreed to in advance by the Forest Officer.  

o It is the permittees responsibility to maintain a current knowledge of the 
status of the unit with regard to allowable use standards and current use 
levels and to either plan on moving early, if needed, or to request an 
extension, if justified.  

o If actual use on all of the key areas in the pasture is less than the allowable 
use standards by the scheduled move date, the permittee may request 
approval to remain in the unit for additional time.  If the permittee believes 
that additional time is justified, the Forest Officer must be notified at least 
five (5) days in advance to permit an adequate inspection and 
determination. 

 
 Allotment/Pasture Exit – The off date for a pasture is the date when livestock 

are to be fully out of a unit, or in the case of the last unit, fully off the allotment.   
o The Forest Service recognizes that moves from one pasture to another cannot 

usually be accomplished in one day.  It is your responsibility to begin early 
movements of livestock to ensure that pastures are clean by the dates 
specified.  Early movement shall not exceed five days unless approved in 
advance by the Forest Officer. 

o Extensions of the grazing season if desired and justified, must be requested at 
least 21 days in advance of the off date to allow time for inspection and 
preparation/payment of the bill for collection.  Extensions may be granted 
only if they meet the management constraints that have been specified 
regarding season of use, allowable use or other standards, and so forth.   

o Failure to completely remove livestock from a pasture by the off date may 
result in action being taken against the grazing permit(s). 

o Livestock remaining on the National Forest System lands after the end of the 
authorized grazing season must be billed for at the unauthorized use rate, and 
may be cause for action to be taken against the grazing permit. 

 
 Areas Closed to Grazing -       
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 Riding and Herding – Depending on the pasture, the permittee should spend as 
much time as needed in moving livestock away from areas of concern (meadows, 
riparian areas, key areas, and so forth) and into areas of normally light use.  This 
is entirely to the benefit of the permittee as it allows the livestock to make use of 
forage that otherwise will not be grazed before allowable use standards are met in 
the key areas and the livestock are required to be removed from the pasture. 

 
Permittees are encouraged to employ gentle herding techniques based on slow 
movement, herding in the afternoon and early evening rather than morning, 
bedding livestock in the desired area overnight, letting the livestock respond to 
your movements, rather than pushing them hard, and so forth.  This has proven to 
result in better overall distribution with less stress on the livestock. 

 
 Crossing Permits – Any livestock movement across National Forest System 

lands other than within the permitted allotment and the permitted season must be 
done under a crossing permit.  This permit can be obtained through the Forest 
Officer. 

 
 Access and Travel Management – The permittee is authorized to use Off 

Highway Vehicles (OHV) on existing roads and trails in order to facilitate their 
administration of this term grazing permit.  OHV use off existing roads and trails 
is allowed in order to maintain structural range improvements, place salt, and 
remove dead livestock as needed. 

 
 Livestock Monitoring – The Forest Service may require all permitted livestock 

on the allotment to be ear tagged with the numbered tags to be provided by the 
Forest Service.  If this is done, the permittee will be responsible for ensuring that 
all tags are accounted for, that tags for animals to be sold are returned to the 
Forest Service for exchange, and that no livestock without proper tagging are 
allowed on the allotment. 

 
 Disposal of Dead livestock - Any dead livestock will be moved to a location 

greater than 200 feet from water and out of view from roads, trails, or other areas 
of concentrated public use.  The key is to do what is feasible to avoid potentials 
for conflict. 

 
 Coordination for Animal Damage Management - neither the permittee nor his 

/her employees shall use or place poison or devices for predator control on the 
National Forest.  Animal damage management activities will be carried out by 
APHIS or by the U.S.D.A. Wildlife Services, whichever has the responsibility for 
the offending species.  If predation problems arise, the permittee shall notify, as 
soon as possible, the Forest Officer and that Officer shall assess the need for 
animal damage management activities and notify the appropriate agency as 
warranted.  This clause is not meant to preclude the permittee from taking actions 
to protect livestock that are under immediate threat if compliance with appropriate 
State law and regulation is ensured.  It is the permittees responsibility to work 
with the State agency to fully understand those laws and regulations. 
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 Wilderness - Livestock management in wilderness requires special consideration 
of the wilderness values.  Motorized vehicle use may be permitted under special 
circumstances, as may the use of motorized equipment.  If there is a need for such 
permission, please contact your Forest Officer. 

 
o Manage your livestock within wilderness to minimize impacts on the 

natural environment and to avoid conflict with other users of the area. 
 

 Noxious Weed Prevention Practices – It is the permittees responsibility to 
ensure that your livestock do not contribute to the transport of noxious weeds onto 
the allotment. 

 
o By USDA order 04-00-097, all non-pelletized hay, straw or mulch 

possessed, stored, or transported on National Forest System Lands, in 
individual bales or containers, must be tagged or marked as noxious weed 
free, or must have the original and current evidence of noxious weed free 
certification documentation present.  All markings must meet the State 
and/or county standards for certification as noxious weed free. 

 
o If the animals are coming on to the Forest/Grassland from lands known to 

contain noxious weeds, they will be held on clean forage or fed weed free 
hay for several days to allow the majority of the seeds to pass before turn 
on. 

 
o Any equipment used in the transport of livestock, including horse trailers 

and stock trucks, should be washed before coming onto the allotment, if 
they have been used in areas where noxious weeds are present. 

 
o Any hay, straw or other feeds used on the allotment either shall be 

certified as being free of noxious weeds, or shall consist of heat treated 
pelletized feeds. 

 
o Any seed used on the allotment must be tested by a certified laboratory to 

AOSA standards and certified to meet State standards based on the All 
States Noxious Weed list. 

 
o Your assistance in locating noxious weed sites and reporting them to your 

Forest Officer is greatly appreciated.  If you are able and willing to assist 
in treating noxious weeds, please work with your Forest Officer to 
determine how best to help.  
 

 Heritage Resources – Known heritage sites:  It is prohibited to disturb, collect, or 
in any way knowlingly damage any prehistoric, historic, or archaeological 
resource.  New discoveries. If previously unidentified cultural resources are 
discovered, care shall be taken by the permittee and the Forest Service to ensure 
that such sites are not disturbed.  The permittee shall notify the Forest Officer as 
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soon as possible if a new site is found so that appropriate evaluation and 
mitigation measures can be made. 

 
Resource-Specific Design Features 
Design features for sage grouse, sensitive/rare plants, heritage resources, pygmy rabbits, 
and drought as detailed below: 
 
 Sage grouse critical breeding complexes (leks and nesting habitat within two 

miles of each lek), are not grazed during the reproductive season.  Additionally, 
grazing restrictions may apply to any other critical habitat, such as critical 
wintering areas. 

 
 On brood-rearing meadows that are not at desired functioning condition, grazing 

restrictions implemented during brooding season.  Implementation might include 
the use of letdown fences around critical habitats such as leks, removing livestock 
grazing from the critical areas, or changing the season of use in critical areas. 

 
 Planned future activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use, such as 

salting, placement of watering sources, and placement of temporary handling 
facilities shall not occur any closer than 0.25 miles of known sensitive and rare 
plant locations.  

 
 Future livestock concentrating activities do not occur in potential habitat for 

sensitive plant species until surveys completed.  Where placement has already 
affected known sensitive and rare plant locations, the activity will be evaluated for 
its adverse effects and a determination made on whether or not design criteria is 
required to provide adequate protection.  Surveys in potential habitat will also 
include existing activities that concentrate livestock use. 

 
 Training will be provided with field tours for appropriate personnel to familiarize 

them with the Rare and Sensitive plants and their habitat.  We will place reports in 
the project file and would contain training provided, surveys preformed, 
monitoring results, and management activities. 

 
 Placement of salt blocks, watering sources, or other range supplements likely to 

concentrate animals in small areas, will be placed to avoid potentially eligible 
heritage resource sites.  Where supplement placement has already affected 
heritage sites, movement should be considered if the site is considered potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
 Before livestock concentration activities such as salting, trailing, and water 

developments are placed within potential pygmy rabbit habitat, these areas will be 
surveyed for denning areas. 

 
 Permittees will not place livestock on the Forest when soil moisture levels would 

result in damage to soils and use appropriate management practices such as 
temporary fences, where practical, to protect soils sensitive to impacts from 
livestock grazing. 
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 Precipitation data will be analyzed prior to the beginning of the grazing season in 
order to determine drought status.  If drought conditions exist, adjustments might 
be made to numbers of animals or length of time on the allotments. 

 
Rangeland Improvements 
Proposed Improvements:  
       

       

 All work will be completed under a cooperative agreement with an approximately 
50:50 cost share. 

 Proposed improvements shown are a part of an adaptive management system.  
Unless otherwise stated above, the actual decision to construct the improvement 
will be based on information derived from monitoring indicating the need as 
provided for in the NEPA Decision for this allotment.  All improvements shown 
are evaluated in the project level NEPA for this allotment as potential adaptive 
options. 

 Required clearances (including ESA and Cultural Resources) will be completed 
prior to initiation of construction. 

 
Maintenance Responsibility: 
Maintenance responsibilities are shown on the attached map (listed by permittee) and on 
the rangeland improvement inventory sheet attached.  The assigned maintenance may 
change over time to reflect changing needs.  When this occurs, the change will be 
implemented by modification of the term grazing permit. 
 Maintenance of all assigned improvements will be to the attached standards. 

o All maintenance must be done annually whether the allotment is actually 
grazed or not. 

o Maintenance must occur throughout the season and cannot be a one-time 
action. 

o Damage resulting from big game, wind or other acts of nature, or human 
caused actions, must be repaired in a timely manner so as to insure the 
integrity of the structure. 

o If serious or repeated problems occur, the permittee will contact the Forest 
Officer and work to determine a long-term solution to the problems. 

o All maintenance of exterior fences must be completed prior to the earlier 
turn on of either the permittee(s) on this allotment, or the adjacent 
allotment permittee(s).  It is the permittees responsibility to ensure that the 
necessary coordination occurs between adjacent allotments to ensure that 
maintenance is completed in a timely manner. 

o Interior fences must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected unit. 
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o All water developments must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected 
unit. 

o Amortized improvements (improvements that have met their planned life 
expectancy) shall be scheduled for replacement under a permit 
modification.  The permittee should work with the Forest Officer to 
develop a list of amortized improvements.  Scheduling will depend on 
funding availability as well as the ability to ensure that necessary 
clearances are obtained. 

o The Forest Service will spot check maintenance as time permits and will 
report any unsatisfactory findings to the permittee. 

o Failure to complete the assigned maintenance in a timely manner and to 
standard may be cause for actions to be taken against the grazing permit.  
These actions may include suspension or cancellation in whole or in part 
depending on the extent and severity of the non-compliance. 

 
Management Options:   
If implementation monitoring shows that allowable use or other standards are not being 
met, one or more of the following options may be implemented: 

 Fence, either hard or electric, the affected riparian area 
 changing the timing and/or amount of time livestock are in any particular 

area 
 increasing riding to improve distribution 
 changing salting locations 
 changing triggers 

If long term monitoring on the benchmark sites indicates that desired condition 
objectives are not being met or moved toward in a timely manner, one or more of the 
following options may be implemented: 

 permitted numbers and seasons of use may be modified 
 allowable use standards may be modified 

 
Over the long term, if necessary, to balance the permitted numbers and/or season with the 
livestock manager’s ability to meet annual use indicators and long-term objectives.  The 
amount of adjustment in seasons or numbers of livestock is usually dependent on the 
effectiveness of the permittee’s livestock management.  The amount of change will be 
based on monitoring.  Any permanent changes to numbers or seasons will be made 
through the term grazing permit and is not subject to further environmental analysis. 
 
Monitoring & Evaluation:  Monitoring has two key aspects.  The first, Implementation 
Monitoring, is designed to show that we are doing what we said that we would do.  In 
other words, that we are using pastures as planned, meeting the allowable use standards, 
maintaining improvements as specified, and so forth.  Much of this monitoring is the 
permittee responsibility to a large degree.  The second, Effectiveness Monitoring, is 
designed to tell us whether what we are doing is working as planned and to what degree. 
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Short-Term Monitoring (Implementation) 
 Informal Inspections - Informal inspections will be made as the opportunity 

arises, such as when the Forest Officer is working in the area or is passing 
through the allotment.  Although they are not formal inspections, they will 
often reveal problems or opportunities.  Permittees will be notified by phone 
of any problems needing immediate attention.  In addition, any significant 
observations will be documented in writing, and a copy of the inspection 
report will be sent to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Formal Inspections - Formal inspections will be held as possible with an 
attempt made to include each of the major pastures.  The permittee may be 
requested to accompany the Forest Officer during the inspections.  
Significant findings from these inspections will be documented in a letter or 
inspection note to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Permittee Compliance Monitoring - It is the Permittees responsibility for 
ensuring that maintenance is completed to standard and on time, that 
livestock do not enter the allotment or pasture prior to the approved entry 
date, that livestock are removed from pastures and the allotment as 
specified, and that livestock do not enter or re-enter pastures that either have 
already been grazed, or that are planned for rest.  The permittee(s) will 
monitor the allotment continuously throughout the grazing season, will 
document the findings, and will coordinate with the Forest Officer to resolve 
any problems in a timely manner. 

 Allowable Use Monitoring - Monitoring of allowable use on Key areas is 
the joint responsibility of the Forest Service and the permittee(s).  Although 
the Forest Service will make every effort to assist the permittee in ensuring 
compliance with the standards, the permittee has the ultimate responsibility 
for ensuring that the allowable use standards are met. 

 Information from the Forest Service to the permittee when Forest Service 
monitoring is conducted, will indicate current findings, the standard being 
applied, and will indicate specific action expected of the permittee and the 
expected timeframes for that action, to ensure that standards are met or that 
non-compliance is brought back into compliance.  This documentation may 
be delivered verbally in a timely manner and will be documented in writing.  

 The permittee is also required to maintain written documentation of 
monitoring conducted by him/her, and to share this information with the 
Forest Officer on a timely basis. 

 
Long-term Monitoring (Effectiveness) 
The Forest Service will conduct most of the Effectiveness Monitoring on the allotment.  
You are encouraged to participate and can receive the results of any monitoring simply 
by asking.  We will also demonstrate techniques if you are interested. 

You are encouraged to conduct camera point monitoring and to share the information 
with your Forest Officer.  Camera points are easy to set up and are excellent at showing 
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longer-term trends in plant health.  Your Forest Officer can work with you to show what 
camera points we currently are monitoring, to suggest areas where camera points are 
needed, and to help you to learn our camera point monitoring system.  The following 
benchmark areas will be used for this monitoring.  The following also describes the type 
of monitoring that may be used and an approximate frequency of 5-10 years. 

 Rapid Assessment Matrices, 
 Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) Protocol, 
 Photographic points, and 

 Rooted Nested Frequency 

 
Annual Operating Instructions  
Each year at the annual permittee meeting (or through correspondence if no meeting is 
held), the permittee, and the Forest Service will develop a set of Annual Operating 
Instructions (AOI) based on this Allotment Management Plan.  Where feasible, multiple 
years AOI’s may be employed with annual written amendments as necessary.  The AOI 
will detail the current season’s management schedule, maintenance responsibilities, 
rangeland development program, allowable use standards, key areas, and so forth.  The 
AOI will become an amendment to this AMP and as such, a part of the Term Grazing 
Permit. 



G-78 

 
Appendix G 
 

 
 
 

Appendices 
 
 

Appendix A: Range Readiness Indicators 
 
 

Grasses: 
 Fescue spp. – leaves average 5-8 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Prairie Junegrass – leaves average about 5 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Kentucky bluegrass – seed heads present 
 Western wheatgrass – leaves average 6-8 inches in height 
 Stipa spp. – leaves average 6 inches or more in height, headed out to blooming 
 
Grasslikes: 
 Carex spp. – heads blooming 
 Water sedge – leaves average 7 inches, heading out 
 
Forbs: 
 Balsamroot – full to past blooming 
 Indian paintbrush – full bloom 
 Low larkspur – full to past bloom 
 Tall larkspur – full growth, blooming to past bloom 
 Geranium – full to past bloom 
 Lupine – early to full bloom 
 Penstemon – full to past bloom 
 Mules Ear – full bloom to plants starting to dry 
 
Shrubs: 
 Serviceberry – fruit forming 
 Mountain Mahogany – fully leafed 
 Aspen – fully leafed, deep green 
 Shrubby cinquefoil – full bloom 
 Chokecherry – full to past blooming 
 Bitterbrush – in bloom 
 Current/gooseberry – flowering 50% or more 

Willow – fully leafed 
 
Soils: 
 

Soils shall be firm and moisture content low enough to ensure that: 
• Soils will not be compacted by grazing activity – especially on fine textured 

soils 
• Sod cover in meadows will not be broken by hoof action 
• Seedlings will not be pulled out of the ground 
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Appendix B – Structural Improvement Maintenance Standards 
 

Water Development Maintenance Standards: 
 

Troughs: 
 Shall be capable of holding water for the intended purpose.  Holes are to 

be plugged or the trough replaced. 
 Troughs are to be level and accessible by all ages of livestock. 
 Metal troughs shall have treated wood or rock supports under them to 

prevent rusting.  The surrounding area (20-foot diameter) shall be 
reasonably dry with gravel or other materials in place to ensure adequate 
drainage. 

 Troughs will be provided with an escape ramp to allow small birds and 
animals to get out.  This will be placed either in a corner or along one side 
so that swimming animals can easily locate and climb it.  

 Troughs will be cleaned annually with debris removed and shall contain 
no more than two inches of mud, needles, and so forth on the bottom. 

 
Pipelines: 
 Inlet pipe shall carry water from the source to the trough and not leak. 
 Drainpipe from trough shall be kept open, operating, and able to drain overflow 

away from trough to keep area 20 feet around the trough reasonably dry. 
 The inlet and overflow pipe shall be covered with soil, rock, logs, etc. to protect 

it.  The overflow shall return to the stream system. 
 Water shall not leak between the source and the pipeline 
 
Spring Developments: 
 The spring source shall be protected from livestock or big game trampling to 

prevent soil displacement, turbidity, and loss of water. 
 A reasonable amount of the available water supply shall flow from the spring into 

the pipe. 
 Spring boxes are to be kept clean of debris. 
 
Stock ponds, pit tanks, and reservoirs: 
 When more than half of the storage is lost due to siltation, the pond, or 

reservoir shall be cleaned out. 
 Soil displacement shall be prevented in spillways.  This may require riprap 

placement around the spillway and along the outflow channel or may be 
accomplished with suitable vegetative cover. 

 If ponds are not sealing adequately, bentonite or other sealers will be used. 
 

Fence Maintenance Standards: 
 

Clearing: 
 The fence right of way is six feet wide and ten feet high on each side of 
the fence. 
 All logs, trees, limbs, slash, brush, and other material will be removed 
from the right-of-way unless otherwise specified. 
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Wire: 
 All broken wire shall be spliced with good condition barbed wire or double strand 
barbless wire.  The splice shall be fastened to the existing wire using a “pigtail” with 
at least three wraps. 
 Three or more splices in a distance of 20 feet will be replaced with a single splice. 
 Wire will be pulled tight using wire stretchers (no twisting of wire to take up 
slack). 
 Wire will be tied off with at least three wraps at all anchor points. 
 Wire spacing, stay spacing, tie downs, etc. will be as per the original construction. 

 
Staples and Nails: 
 Missing staples shall be replaced.  Re-staple all loose wires.  Staple shall not be 
driven home but to a point just where the barbwire will render or give. 
 Missing nails shall be replaced.  Use 50d or 60d nails. 

 
Gates: 
 Gates will be repaired or replaced to at least the same standard as originally 
constructed.  They will be capable of being opened and closed by the public. 
 When tightening bars are rebuilt, a chain will be used. 
 Metal gates will be repaired by welding breaks and will be hung so they do not 
drag. 

 
Jacks, Brace Posts, Corner braces, Stays, etc. 
 All wood brace structures that are no longer able to perform their designed 
function will be reconstructed or replaced. 
 Steel posts will be replaced if twisted or broken.  Steel posts may also be added to 
existing fences to provide additional support. 

 
Let Down Fences 
 All “let down” fences will be fully laid on the ground prior to onset of winter and 
will be fully upright and maintained prior to livestock entry to the affected area. 

 
Buck and Pole Fences, Worm Fences, etc. 
 Fences must be in an upright, serviceable position.  Legs that are spreading and 
lowering the overall height of the fence must be replaced or stabilized. 
 All broken or rotten materials must be replaced. 

 
Corrals and Livestock Handling Facilities 
 Replace all boards that are broken or rotting.   

Facilities may be used by the public and need to be safe.  Keep area clean with regard to 
wire, nails, old boards, etc. 
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Draft Allotment Management Plan 
Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon Allotment 
Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest/Grassland 

Ely Ranger District 
2014 

*This Allotment Management Plan is made a part of your Term Grazing Permit in 
accordance with Part 3 Item “Management Practices” of that permit, approved on 
______________ 2014 by Forest Supervisor XXX. 

Allotment Management 
Objective(s):  Livestock grazing will be authorized in a manner that will meet or move 
toward the following resource objective(s) and desired conditions in a timely manner: 

Multiple-use goals in the Forest Plan that apply to livestock grazing and rangeland 
resources are: 
 Goal #10 

“Identify and protect, interpret and manage significant cultural resources.” 
 Goal #14 

Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on 
maintaining or improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges 
(measured in acres), in cooperation with Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

 Goal #15 
Manage classified species, such as bald eagle (E), peregrine falcon (E), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (T), and Bonneville cutthroat trout (S) habitat, to maintain or 
enhance their status through coordination with other land use programs, agency 
cooperation, and direct habitat improvements.   
(Note:  E = endangered, T = threatened, S = Sensitive) 

 Goal # 16 
Specifies that all allotments are managed “…to maintain suitable range presently 
in satisfactory ecological condition, and improve suitable range in less than 
satisfactory condition.”  

 Goal # 17 
Is that the rangeland should be managed to “…produce a sustained yield of forage 
on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing while maintaining or 
enhancing the productivity of the land.”  

 Goal # 18 
Provides direction to “manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to 
wet meadows and riparian areas, and fisheries habitat.” 

 Goal # 19 
To “reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter 
ranges.”  

 Goal # 21 
To “maintain sensitive plant species.”  

 Goal #24 
Emphasize the control of Priority 1 noxious weeds. 
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 Goal #29 
Provide water and soil input to other resource activities to protect or improve 
water quality and soil productivity. 

 Goal #32 
Design and implement practices on the ground that would re-establish acceptable 
soil, hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and 
maintain favorable water flow. 

 Goal #33  
Identify habitat types on the Forest to assist management decisions concerning 
resource use. 

Desired Conditions: 
Within the framework of the Forest Plan as amended, it is the desired future condition of 
the Forest and the District to:  
 Have allotment management plans that incorporate objectives and guidelines to 

improve coordination with other resources;  
 Improve the amount of range in satisfactory ecological condition;  
 Strengthen the noxious weed control effort; and  
 Provide forage for livestock production. 
 Desired conditions will be established as follows, and progress toward meeting 

those desired conditions measured on the following benchmark areas or 
landscapes: 

 
Benchmarks/Key Areas 

PLOT 
CODE PLOT NAME COMMUNITY TYPE DATUM ZONE EAST NORTH 

355-001 QUINN CANYON BASIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 603995 4205346 

353-001 BARTON CREEK BLACK SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 616931 4209400 

353-004 SOUTH FORK 
353003 BLACK SAGEBRUSH NAD 83 11 614635 4212411 

25050 GREDETTE 
MEADOW #1 

DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 617280 4220523 

352-001 QUINN CANYON 
BURN LOW SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 602776 4210034 

353-002 SOUTH FORK MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 617386 4212716 

353-003 SOUTH FORK 2 MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 613959 4212156 

353-005 NORTH FORK MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 615730 4214419 

353-006 CEDAR SPRING MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 614944 4208363 

24029 PINE CREEK STREAM NAD 27 11 618263 4219696 

25051 GREDETTE 
MEADOW #2 WET MEADOW NAD 27 11 617230 4220549 

25056 BURNT SPRING WET MEADOW NAD 27 11 623873 4230996 

349-002 GREDETTE 
MEADOW WET MEADOW NAD 27 11 617269 4220543 

  

“Livestock grazing is allowed, and contributes to the attainment of healthy rangelands to 
sustain multiple uses…..provides summer forage for cattle when water is available on 
slopes < 35%….livestock grazing is used to maintain or improve big game summer range 
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where suitable cover is available….livestock grazing will maintain for sage grouse 
summer and brood rearing habitat on upland rangelands.” 

 
Management: 
 Authorized Use will be approximately xxx cow/calf pairs for an average of xxx 

head months (or for not to exceed an on date of 6/16 to an off date of 10/15. 

 Yearlings may be substituted for mature cow/calf pairs at a conversion factor 
based on their weight at time of entry to the allotment (based on one AUM being 
equal to the forage requirement of a 1000-pound cow with a calf less than 6 
months of age).  Total animal unit months capacity under current management for 
the allotment is estimated at xxx. 

 Mature cows significantly heavier than 1000 pounds will require an adjustment in 
authorized numbers and seasons to maintain actual AUM’s.  

 Seasons of use may vary between 6/1 and 10/30.   

 Approximate rotation schedule (to be adjusted via the AOI based on monitoring 
results from the previous year(s): 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2009 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
       
      
      

                                    
Total    

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2010 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
      
      
      

                                    
Total    

 
Allowable Use and Other Standards: 
Allowable use standards may be adjusted as provided for in the NEPA Decision for this 
allotment to adapt to monitoring results indicating a need for change.  Actual pasture 
moves are to be completed by the time that:  

a) The allowable use standard is reached on any of the key areas, or  
b) The scheduled off date occurs, whichever occurs first. 
c) In the case of more than one standard being applicable to a given pasture, the 
standard being reached first will dictate pasture move. 

  
This will usually necessitate beginning the move one or more days prior to reaching the 
allowable use standard or the scheduled off date.  Any livestock use occurring after the 
scheduled off date must be approved in advance by the Forest Officer and will be based 
on an estimate of forage remaining until allowable use standards are reached.  Be sure the 
Forest Officer is made aware of your pasture moves before they begin. 
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Herbaceous Species: 
The Forest applies utilization standards to both riparian and upland herbaceous species.  
Trigger points for proper use in riparian and upland areas are from 0-XX % for 
herbaceous vegetation depending on current condition.  Proper use, based on existing 
grazing management and setting should be checked against trend data to determine if the 
current proper use is appropriate or may need to be adjusted (Swanson et al, 2006). 
 
Utilization Standards for Herbaceous Vegetation 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Non-Riparian Up to 50% Up to 40% Up to 30% 
Aspen Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
All Meadows Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
Stream/Riparian Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
 
Woody Species:  
Woody riparian species play an important role in some riparian systems, providing shade, 
nesting and foraging habitat for wildlife, and roots and stems for roughness and 
streambank stability.  Other woody species provide important wildlife habitat in uplands.  
Many of these species are palatable to livestock and/or wildlife.  Excessive use of woody 
species can prevent regeneration and limit density, height, canopy volume, or habitat 
quantity and quality.  Specific use levels on woody species are used as triggers for 
livestock movement.  Use levels for woody species should not be used as a long-term 
resource objective.  Trigger points for livestock on woody species are from 0-35%, 
depending on current condition. 
 
Utilization Standards for Woody Vegetation 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Non-Riparian 
(bitterbrush, 
snowberry, 
serviceberry) 

Up to 35% Up to 25% Up to 15% 

Aspen Up to 20% of Up to 20% of Up to 20% of 
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VEGETATIVE 

 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

available suckers 
browsed 

available suckers 
browsed 

available suckers 
browsed 

Stream/Riparian  Up to 30% Up to 20% Up to 10% 
 
Soil Disturbance/Streambank Alteration: 
Stable soils and streambanks maintain soil productivity, decrease rates of erosion, 
improve water quality, and aquatic habitat.  Trigger points for livestock on soil 
disturbance and/or streambank disturbance are from 0-20%, depending on current 
condition. 
 
Disturbance/Alteration Standards for Soils and Streambanks 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Soil Disturbance or 
Streambank 
Alteration 

Up to 20% Up to 20% Up to 10% 

 
Livestock Management 
 
 Salt and Supplement Placement – Salt or supplement can be used to improve 

distribution of livestock into areas of light use and to lessen grazing impacts to 
key areas.   
o All salt or supplement will be placed away from key areas and available 

water, in areas where livestock is usually light.   
o It should be moved progressively to allow animals to find it and to become 

used to grazing in the vicinity.  Animals may also need to be herded to the salt 
and bedded in the general vicinity.   

o In no case will salt or supplement be placed closer than ¼ mile to streams, 
springs, water developments, or other wetlands without prior approval of the 
Forest Officer.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed within tree regeneration areas where the 
smallest trees are less than three feet tall.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed near trailheads, on open roads, in areas 
of concentrated public use, or in other areas where such placement is liable to 
result in conflicts with other Forest or Grassland users. 

o Unless otherwise agreed to by the Forest Officer, salt or supplement shall be 
removed from a pasture when the livestock are removed. 

 
 Range Readiness and Turn On – livestock entry onto the allotment or into a 

specific pasture or camp area will not be authorized until the soils are dry enough 
to withstand grazing and forage plants are ready to be grazed.  After a sufficient 
time for mothering up, livestock are to be distributed throughout the pasture on 
the same day as they are turned out.  In no case is it acceptable to leave the 
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livestock to distribute themselves.  Livestock are not to be turned out onto areas of 
resource concern such as riparian areas, areas near concentrated public use, 
trailheads, and so forth.  Coordinate with the Forest Officer to ensure that we are 
not creating problems for ourselves.  Permission for initial turn out must be 
obtained from the Forest Officer at least 5 days in advance.  General rangeland 
readiness indicators are attached at the end of this AMP. 

 
 Pasture Move Dates - scheduled pasture movements as established by the plan 

are necessarily flexible.  Actual moves will be determined, to the extent practical, 
by on-the-ground inspections.  

o The permittee will plan to have the pasture move completed by the 
scheduled date shown in the Annual Operating Instructions, or by the time 
that the allowable use level is reached on any one of the Key Areas within 
the given pasture, whichever occurs first.  Any changes in this must be 
agreed to in advance by the Forest Officer.  

o It is the permittees responsibility to maintain a current knowledge of the 
status of the unit with regard to allowable use standards and current use 
levels and to either plan on moving early, if needed, or to request an 
extension, if justified.  

o If actual use on all of the key areas in the pasture is less than the allowable 
use standards by the scheduled move date, the permittee may request 
approval to remain in the unit for additional time.  If the permittee believes 
that additional time is justified, the Forest Officer must be notified at least 
five (5) days in advance to permit an adequate inspection and 
determination. 

 
 Allotment/Pasture Exit – The off date for a pasture is the date when livestock 

are to be fully out of a unit, or in the case of the last unit, fully off the allotment.   
o The Forest Service recognizes that moves from one pasture to another cannot 

usually be accomplished in one day.  It is your responsibility to begin early 
movements of livestock to ensure that pastures are clean by the dates 
specified.  Early movement shall not exceed five days unless approved in 
advance by the Forest Officer. 

o Extensions of the grazing season if desired and justified, must be requested at 
least 21 days in advance of the off date to allow time for inspection and 
preparation/payment of the bill for collection.  Extensions may be granted 
only if they meet the management constraints that have been specified 
regarding season of use, allowable use or other standards, and so forth.   

o Failure to completely remove livestock from a pasture by the off date may 
result in action being taken against the grazing permit(s). 

o Livestock remaining on the National Forest System lands after the end of the 
authorized grazing season must be billed for at the unauthorized use rate, and 
may be cause for action to be taken against the grazing permit. 

 
 Areas Closed to Grazing -       
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 Riding and Herding – Depending on the pasture, the permittee should spend as 
much time as needed in moving livestock away from areas of concern (meadows, 
riparian areas, key areas, and so forth) and into areas of normally light use.  This 
is entirely to the benefit of the permittee as it allows the livestock to make use of 
forage that otherwise will not be grazed before allowable use standards are met in 
the key areas and the livestock are required to be removed from the pasture. 

 
Permittees are encouraged to employ gentle herding techniques based on slow 
movement, herding in the afternoon and early evening rather than morning, 
bedding livestock in the desired area overnight, letting the livestock respond to 
your movements, rather than pushing them hard, and so forth.  This has proven to 
result in better overall distribution with less stress on the livestock. 

 
 Crossing Permits – Any livestock movement across National Forest System 

lands other than within the permitted allotment and the permitted season must be 
done under a crossing permit.  This permit can be obtained through the Forest 
Officer. 

 
 Access and Travel Management – The permittee is authorized to use Off 

Highway Vehicles (OHV) on existing roads and trails in order to facilitate their 
administration of this term grazing permit.  OHV use off existing roads and trails 
is allowed in order to maintain structural range improvements, place salt, and 
remove dead livestock as needed. 

 
 Livestock Monitoring – The Forest Service may require all permitted livestock 

on the allotment to be ear tagged with the numbered tags to be provided by the 
Forest Service.  If this is done, the permittee will be responsible for ensuring that 
all tags are accounted for, that tags for animals to be sold are returned to the 
Forest Service for exchange, and that no livestock without proper tagging are 
allowed on the allotment. 

 
 Disposal of Dead livestock - Any dead livestock will be moved to a location 

greater than 200 feet from water and out of view from roads, trails, or other areas 
of concentrated public use.  The key is to do what is feasible to avoid potentials 
for conflict. 

 
 Coordination for Animal Damage Management - neither the permittee nor his 

/her employees shall use or place poison or devices for predator control on the 
National Forest.  Animal damage management activities will be carried out by 
APHIS or by the U.S.D.A. Wildlife Services, whichever has the responsibility for 
the offending species.  If predation problems arise, the permittee shall notify, as 
soon as possible, the Forest Officer and that Officer shall assess the need for 
animal damage management activities and notify the appropriate agency as 
warranted.  This clause is not meant to preclude the permittee from taking actions 
to protect livestock that are under immediate threat if compliance with appropriate 
State law and regulation is ensured.  It is the permittees responsibility to work 
with the State agency to fully understand those laws and regulations. 
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 Wilderness - Livestock management in wilderness requires special consideration 
of the wilderness values.  Motorized vehicle use may be permitted under special 
circumstances, as may the use of motorized equipment.  If there is a need for such 
permission, please contact your Forest Officer. 

 
o Manage your livestock within wilderness to minimize impacts on the 

natural environment and to avoid conflict with other users of the area. 
 

 Noxious Weed Prevention Practices – It is the permittees responsibility to 
ensure that your livestock do not contribute to the transport of noxious weeds onto 
the allotment. 

 
o By USDA order 04-00-097, all non-pelletized hay, straw or mulch 

possessed, stored, or transported on National Forest System Lands, in 
individual bales or containers, must be tagged or marked as noxious weed 
free, or must have the original and current evidence of noxious weed free 
certification documentation present.  All markings must meet the State 
and/or county standards for certification as noxious weed free. 

 
o If the animals are coming on to the Forest/Grassland from lands known to 

contain noxious weeds, they will be held on clean forage or fed weed free 
hay for several days to allow the majority of the seeds to pass before turn 
on. 

 
o Any equipment used in the transport of livestock, including horse trailers 

and stock trucks, should be washed before coming onto the allotment, if 
they have been used in areas where noxious weeds are present. 

 
o Any hay, straw or other feeds used on the allotment either shall be 

certified as being free of noxious weeds, or shall consist of heat treated 
pelletized feeds. 

 
o Any seed used on the allotment must be tested by a certified laboratory to 

AOSA standards and certified to meet State standards based on the All 
States Noxious Weed list. 

 
o Your assistance in locating noxious weed sites and reporting them to your 

Forest Officer is greatly appreciated.  If you are able and willing to assist 
in treating noxious weeds, please work with your Forest Officer to 
determine how best to help.  
 

 Heritage Resources – Known heritage sites:  It is prohibited to disturb, collect, or 
in any way knowlingly damage any prehistoric, historic, or archaeological 
resource.  New discoveries. If previously unidentified cultural resources are 
discovered, care shall be taken by the permittee and the Forest Service to ensure 
that such sites are not disturbed.  The permittee shall notify the Forest Officer as 
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soon as possible if a new site is found so that appropriate evaluation and 
mitigation measures can be made. 

 
Resource-Specific Design Features 
Design features for sage grouse, sensitive/rare plants, heritage resources, pygmy rabbits, 
and drought as detailed below: 
 
 Sage grouse critical breeding complexes (leks and nesting habitat within two 

miles of each lek), are not grazed during the reproductive season.  Additionally, 
grazing restrictions may apply to any other critical habitat, such as critical 
wintering areas. 

 
 On brood-rearing meadows that are not at desired functioning condition, grazing 

restrictions implemented during brooding season.  Implementation might include 
the use of letdown fences around critical habitats such as leks, removing livestock 
grazing from the critical areas, or changing the season of use in critical areas. 

 
 Planned future activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use, such as 

salting, placement of watering sources, and placement of temporary handling 
facilities shall not occur any closer than 0.25 miles of known sensitive and rare 
plant locations.  

 
 Future livestock concentrating activities do not occur in potential habitat for 

sensitive plant species until surveys completed.  Where placement has already 
affected known sensitive and rare plant locations, the activity will be evaluated for 
its adverse effects and a determination made on whether or not design criteria is 
required to provide adequate protection.  Surveys in potential habitat will also 
include existing activities that concentrate livestock use. 

 
 Training will be provided with field tours for appropriate personnel to familiarize 

them with the Rare and Sensitive plants and their habitat.  We will place reports in 
the project file and would contain training provided, surveys preformed, 
monitoring results, and management activities. 

 
 Placement of salt blocks, watering sources, or other range supplements likely to 

concentrate animals in small areas, will be placed to avoid potentially eligible 
heritage resource sites.  Where supplement placement has already affected 
heritage sites, movement should be considered if the site is considered potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
 Before livestock concentration activities such as salting, trailing, and water 

developments are placed within potential pygmy rabbit habitat, these areas will be 
surveyed for denning areas. 

 
 Permittees will not place livestock on the Forest when soil moisture levels would 

result in damage to soils and use appropriate management practices such as 
temporary fences, where practical, to protect soils sensitive to impacts from 
livestock grazing. 
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 Precipitation data will be analyzed prior to the beginning of the grazing season in 
order to determine drought status.  If drought conditions exist, adjustments might 
be made to numbers of animals or length of time on the allotments. 

 
Rangeland Improvements 
Proposed Improvements:  
       

       

 All work will be completed under a cooperative agreement with an approximately 
50:50 cost share. 

 Proposed improvements shown are a part of an adaptive management system.  
Unless otherwise stated above, the actual decision to construct the improvement 
will be based on information derived from monitoring indicating the need as 
provided for in the NEPA Decision for this allotment.  All improvements shown 
are evaluated in the project level NEPA for this allotment as potential adaptive 
options. 

 Required clearances (including ESA and Cultural Resources) will be completed 
prior to initiation of construction. 

 
Maintenance Responsibility: 
Maintenance responsibilities are shown on the attached map (listed by permittee) and on 
the rangeland improvement inventory sheet attached.  The assigned maintenance may 
change over time to reflect changing needs.  When this occurs, the change will be 
implemented by modification of the term grazing permit. 
 Maintenance of all assigned improvements will be to the attached standards. 

o All maintenance must be done annually whether the allotment is actually 
grazed or not. 

o Maintenance must occur throughout the season and cannot be a one-time 
action. 

o Damage resulting from big game, wind or other acts of nature, or human 
caused actions, must be repaired in a timely manner so as to insure the 
integrity of the structure. 

o If serious or repeated problems occur, the permittee will contact the Forest 
Officer and work to determine a long-term solution to the problems. 

o All maintenance of exterior fences must be completed prior to the earlier 
turn on of either the permittee(s) on this allotment, or the adjacent 
allotment permittee(s).  It is the permittees responsibility to ensure that the 
necessary coordination occurs between adjacent allotments to ensure that 
maintenance is completed in a timely manner. 

o Interior fences must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected unit. 
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o All water developments must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected 
unit. 

o Amortized improvements (improvements that have met their planned life 
expectancy) shall be scheduled for replacement under a permit 
modification.  The permittee should work with the Forest Officer to 
develop a list of amortized improvements.  Scheduling will depend on 
funding availability as well as the ability to ensure that necessary 
clearances are obtained. 

o The Forest Service will spot check maintenance as time permits and will 
report any unsatisfactory findings to the permittee. 

o Failure to complete the assigned maintenance in a timely manner and to 
standard may be cause for actions to be taken against the grazing permit.  
These actions may include suspension or cancellation in whole or in part 
depending on the extent and severity of the non-compliance. 

 
Management Options:   
If implementation monitoring shows that allowable use or other standards are not being 
met, one or more of the following options may be implemented: 

 Fence, either hard or electric, the affected riparian area 
 changing the timing and/or amount of time livestock are in any particular 

area 
 increasing riding to improve distribution 
 changing salting locations 
 changing triggers 

If long term monitoring on the benchmark sites indicates that desired condition 
objectives are not being met or moved toward in a timely manner, one or more of the 
following options may be implemented: 

 permitted numbers and seasons of use may be modified 
 allowable use standards may be modified 

 
Over the long term, if necessary, to balance the permitted numbers and/or season with the 
livestock manager’s ability to meet annual use indicators and long-term objectives.  The 
amount of adjustment in seasons or numbers of livestock is usually dependent on the 
effectiveness of the permittee’s livestock management.  The amount of change will be 
based on monitoring.  Any permanent changes to numbers or seasons will be made 
through the term grazing permit and is not subject to further environmental analysis. 
 
Monitoring & Evaluation:  Monitoring has two key aspects.  The first, Implementation 
Monitoring, is designed to show that we are doing what we said that we would do.  In 
other words, that we are using pastures as planned, meeting the allowable use standards, 
maintaining improvements as specified, and so forth.  Much of this monitoring is the 
permittee responsibility to a large degree.  The second, Effectiveness Monitoring, is 
designed to tell us whether what we are doing is working as planned and to what degree. 

Short-Term Monitoring (Implementation) 
 Informal Inspections - Informal inspections will be made as the opportunity 

arises, such as when the Forest Officer is working in the area or is passing 
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through the allotment.  Although they are not formal inspections, they will 
often reveal problems or opportunities.  Permittees will be notified by phone 
of any problems needing immediate attention.  In addition, any significant 
observations will be documented in writing, and a copy of the inspection 
report will be sent to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Formal Inspections - Formal inspections will be held as possible with an 
attempt made to include each of the major pastures.  The permittee may be 
requested to accompany the Forest Officer during the inspections.  
Significant findings from these inspections will be documented in a letter or 
inspection note to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Permittee Compliance Monitoring - It is the Permittees responsibility for 
ensuring that maintenance is completed to standard and on time, that 
livestock do not enter the allotment or pasture prior to the approved entry 
date, that livestock are removed from pastures and the allotment as 
specified, and that livestock do not enter or re-enter pastures that either have 
already been grazed, or that are planned for rest.  The permittee(s) will 
monitor the allotment continuously throughout the grazing season, will 
document the findings, and will coordinate with the Forest Officer to resolve 
any problems in a timely manner. 

 Allowable Use Monitoring - Monitoring of allowable use on Key areas is 
the joint responsibility of the Forest Service and the permittee(s).  Although 
the Forest Service will make every effort to assist the permittee in ensuring 
compliance with the standards, the permittee has the ultimate responsibility 
for ensuring that the allowable use standards are met. 

 Information from the Forest Service to the permittee when Forest Service 
monitoring is conducted, will indicate current findings, the standard being 
applied, and will indicate specific action expected of the permittee and the 
expected timeframes for that action, to ensure that standards are met or that 
non-compliance is brought back into compliance.  This documentation may 
be delivered verbally in a timely manner and will be documented in writing.  

 The permittee is also required to maintain written documentation of 
monitoring conducted by him/her, and to share this information with the 
Forest Officer on a timely basis. 

 
Long-term Monitoring (Effectiveness) 
The Forest Service will conduct most of the Effectiveness Monitoring on the allotment.  
You are encouraged to participate and can receive the results of any monitoring simply 
by asking.  We will also demonstrate techniques if you are interested. 

You are encouraged to conduct camera point monitoring and to share the information 
with your Forest Officer.  Camera points are easy to set up and are excellent at showing 
longer-term trends in plant health.  Your Forest Officer can work with you to show what 
camera points we currently are monitoring, to suggest areas where camera points are 
needed, and to help you to learn our camera point monitoring system.  The following 
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benchmark areas will be used for this monitoring.  The following also describes the type 
of monitoring that may be used and an approximate frequency of 5-10 years. 

 Rapid Assessment Matrices, 
 Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) Protocol, 
 Photographic points, and 

 Rooted Nested Frequency 

 
Annual Operating Instructions  
Each year at the annual permittee meeting (or through correspondence if no meeting is 
held), the permittee, and the Forest Service will develop a set of Annual Operating 
Instructions (AOI) based on this Allotment Management Plan.  Where feasible, multiple 
years AOI’s may be employed with annual written amendments as necessary.  The AOI 
will detail the current season’s management schedule, maintenance responsibilities, 
rangeland development program, allowable use standards, key areas, and so forth.  The 
AOI will become an amendment to this AMP and as such, a part of the Term Grazing 
Permit. 
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Appendices 
 
 

Appendix A: Range Readiness Indicators 
 
 

Grasses: 
 Fescue spp. – leaves average 5-8 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Prairie Junegrass – leaves average about 5 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Kentucky bluegrass – seed heads present 
 Western wheatgrass – leaves average 6-8 inches in height 
 Stipa spp. – leaves average 6 inches or more in height, headed out to blooming 
 
Grasslikes: 
 Carex spp. – heads blooming 
 Water sedge – leaves average 7 inches, heading out 
 
Forbs: 
 Balsamroot – full to past blooming 
 Indian paintbrush – full bloom 
 Low larkspur – full to past bloom 
 Tall larkspur – full growth, blooming to past bloom 
 Geranium – full to past bloom 
 Lupine – early to full bloom 
 Penstemon – full to past bloom 
 Mules Ear – full bloom to plants starting to dry 
 
Shrubs: 
 Serviceberry – fruit forming 
 Mountain Mahogany – fully leafed 
 Aspen – fully leafed, deep green 
 Shrubby cinquefoil – full bloom 
 Chokecherry – full to past blooming 
 Bitterbrush – in bloom 
 Current/gooseberry – flowering 50% or more 

Willow – fully leafed 
 
Soils: 
 

Soils shall be firm and moisture content low enough to ensure that: 
• Soils will not be compacted by grazing activity – especially on fine textured 

soils 
• Sod cover in meadows will not be broken by hoof action 
• Seedlings will not be pulled out of the ground 
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Appendix B – Structural Improvement Maintenance Standards 
 

Water Development Maintenance Standards: 
 

Troughs: 
 Shall be capable of holding water for the intended purpose.  Holes are to 

be plugged or the trough replaced. 
 Troughs are to be level and accessible by all ages of livestock. 
 Metal troughs shall have treated wood or rock supports under them to 

prevent rusting.  The surrounding area (20-foot diameter) shall be 
reasonably dry with gravel or other materials in place to ensure adequate 
drainage. 

 Troughs will be provided with an escape ramp to allow small birds and 
animals to get out.  This will be placed either in a corner or along one side 
so that swimming animals can easily locate and climb it.  

 Troughs will be cleaned annually with debris removed and shall contain 
no more than two inches of mud, needles, and so forth on the bottom. 

 
Pipelines: 
 Inlet pipe shall carry water from the source to the trough and not leak. 
 Drainpipe from trough shall be kept open, operating, and able to drain overflow 

away from trough to keep area 20 feet around the trough reasonably dry. 
 The inlet and overflow pipe shall be covered with soil, rock, logs, etc. to protect 

it.  The overflow shall return to the stream system. 
 Water shall not leak between the source and the pipeline 
 
Spring Developments: 
 The spring source shall be protected from livestock or big game trampling to 

prevent soil displacement, turbidity, and loss of water. 
 A reasonable amount of the available water supply shall flow from the spring into 

the pipe. 
 Spring boxes are to be kept clean of debris. 
 
Stock ponds, pit tanks, and reservoirs: 
 When more than half of the storage is lost due to siltation, the pond, or 

reservoir shall be cleaned out. 
 Soil displacement shall be prevented in spillways.  This may require riprap 

placement around the spillway and along the outflow channel or may be 
accomplished with suitable vegetative cover. 

 If ponds are not sealing adequately, bentonite or other sealers will be used. 
 

Fence Maintenance Standards: 
 

Clearing: 
 The fence right of way is six feet wide and ten feet high on each side of 
the fence. 
 All logs, trees, limbs, slash, brush, and other material will be removed 
from the right-of-way unless otherwise specified. 
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Wire: 
 All broken wire shall be spliced with good condition barbed wire or double strand 
barbless wire.  The splice shall be fastened to the existing wire using a “pigtail” with 
at least three wraps. 
 Three or more splices in a distance of 20 feet will be replaced with a single splice. 
 Wire will be pulled tight using wire stretchers (no twisting of wire to take up 
slack). 
 Wire will be tied off with at least three wraps at all anchor points. 
 Wire spacing, stay spacing, tie downs, etc. will be as per the original construction. 

 
Staples and Nails: 
 Missing staples shall be replaced.  Re-staple all loose wires.  Staple shall not be 
driven home but to a point just where the barbwire will render or give. 
 Missing nails shall be replaced.  Use 50d or 60d nails. 

 
Gates: 
 Gates will be repaired or replaced to at least the same standard as originally 
constructed.  They will be capable of being opened and closed by the public. 
 When tightening bars are rebuilt, a chain will be used. 
 Metal gates will be repaired by welding breaks and will be hung so they do not 
drag. 

 
Jacks, Brace Posts, Corner braces, Stays, etc. 
 All wood brace structures that are no longer able to perform their designed 
function will be reconstructed or replaced. 
 Steel posts will be replaced if twisted or broken.  Steel posts may also be added to 
existing fences to provide additional support. 

 
Let Down Fences 
 All “let down” fences will be fully laid on the ground prior to onset of winter and 
will be fully upright and maintained prior to livestock entry to the affected area. 

 
Buck and Pole Fences, Worm Fences, etc. 
 Fences must be in an upright, serviceable position.  Legs that are spreading and 
lowering the overall height of the fence must be replaced or stabilized. 
 All broken or rotten materials must be replaced. 

 
Corrals and Livestock Handling Facilities 
 Replace all boards that are broken or rotting.   

Facilities may be used by the public and need to be safe.  Keep area clean with regard to 
wire, nails, old boards, etc. 
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Draft Allotment Management Plan 
Tom Plain Allotment 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest/Grassland 
Ely Ranger District 

2014 
*This Allotment Management Plan is made a part of your Term Grazing Permit in 
accordance with Part 3 Item “Management Practices” of that permit, approved on 
_______________ 2014 by Forest Supervisor XXX. 

Allotment Management 
Objective(s):  Livestock grazing will be authorized in a manner that will meet or move 
toward the following resource objective(s) and desired conditions in a timely manner: 

Multiple-use goals in the Forest Plan that apply to livestock grazing and rangeland 
resources are: 
 Goal #10 

“Identify and protect, interpret and manage significant cultural resources.” 
 Goal #14 

Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on 
maintaining or improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges 
(measured in acres), in cooperation with Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

 Goal #15 
Manage classified species, such as bald eagle (E), peregrine falcon (E), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (T), and Bonneville cutthroat trout (S) habitat, to maintain or 
enhance their status through coordination with other land use programs, agency 
cooperation, and direct habitat improvements.   
(Note:  E = endangered, T = threatened, S = Sensitive) 

 Goal # 16 
Specifies that all allotments are managed “…to maintain suitable range presently 
in satisfactory ecological condition, and improve suitable range in less than 
satisfactory condition.”  

 Goal # 17 
Is that the rangeland should be managed to “…produce a sustained yield of forage 
on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing while maintaining or 
enhancing the productivity of the land.”  

 Goal # 18 
Provides direction to “manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to 
wet meadows and riparian areas, and fisheries habitat.” 

 Goal # 19 
To “reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter 
ranges.”  

 Goal # 21 
To “maintain sensitive plant species.”  

 Goal #24 
Emphasize the control of Priority 1 noxious weeds. 
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 Goal #29 
Provide water and soil input to other resource activities to protect or improve 
water quality and soil productivity. 

 Goal #32 
Design and implement practices on the ground that would re-establish acceptable 
soil, hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and 
maintain favorable water flow. 

 Goal #33  
Identify habitat types on the Forest to assist management decisions concerning 
resource use. 

Desired Conditions: 
Within the framework of the Forest Plan as amended, it is the desired future condition of 
the Forest and the District to:  
 Have allotment management plans that incorporate objectives and guidelines to 

improve coordination with other resources;  
 Improve the amount of range in satisfactory ecological condition;  
 Strengthen the noxious weed control effort; and  
 Provide forage for livestock production. 
 Desired conditions will be established as follows, and progress toward meeting 

those desired conditions measured on the following benchmark areas or 
landscapes: 

 
Benchmarks/Key Areas 

PLOT 
CODE PLOT NAME COMMUNITY TYPE DATUM ZONE EAST NORTH 

307-002 TOM PLAIN BUTTE 
SPRING BLACK SAGEBRUSH NAD 83 11 643060 4322279 

317-001 ELLISON 
MEADOW 

DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 83 11 643064 4322276 

306-003 EPHSUM SPRING 
002 

DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 638070 4337885 

316-003 SAGE HEN SPRING MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 639026 4331282 

316-004 TOM PLAIN BIG 
SPRING 

MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 83 11 639869 4329275 

317-002 MUSTANG SPRING 
317002 

WYOMING BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 83 11 648453 4336520 

 

“Livestock grazing is allowed, and contributes to the attainment of healthy rangelands to 
sustain multiple uses…..provides summer forage for cattle when water is available on 
slopes < 35%….livestock grazing is used to maintain or improve big game summer range 
where suitable cover is available….livestock grazing will maintain for sage grouse 
summer and brood rearing habitat on upland rangelands.” 

 
Management: 
 Authorized Use will be approximately 475 cow/calf pairs for an average of 1472 

head months (or for not to exceed an on date of 6/16 to an off date of 10/15. 
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 Yearlings may be substituted for mature cow/calf pairs at a conversion factor 
based on their weight at time of entry to the allotment (based on one AUM being 
equal to the forage requirement of a 1000-pound cow with a calf less than 6 
months of age).  Total animal unit months capacity under current management for 
the allotment is estimated at 1944. 

 Mature cows significantly heavier than 1000 pounds will require an adjustment in 
authorized numbers and seasons to maintain actual AUM’s.  

 Seasons of use may vary between 6/1 and 10/30. 

 Approximate rotation schedule (to be adjusted via the AOI based on monitoring 
results from the previous year(s): 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2009 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
      
      

                                    
Total    

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2010 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
      
      

                                    
Total    

 
Allowable Use and Other Standards: 
Allowable use standards may be adjusted as provided for in the NEPA Decision for this 
allotment to adapt to monitoring results indicating a need for change.  Actual pasture 
moves are to be completed by the time that:  

a) The allowable use standard is reached on any of the key areas, or  
b) The scheduled off date occurs, whichever occurs first. 
c) In the case of more than one standard being applicable to a given pasture, the 
standard being reached first will dictate pasture move. 

  
This will usually necessitate beginning the move one or more days prior to reaching the 
allowable use standard or the scheduled off date.  Any livestock use occurring after the 
scheduled off date must be approved in advance by the Forest Officer and will be based 
on an estimate of forage remaining until allowable use standards are reached.  Be sure the 
Forest Officer is made aware of your pasture moves before they begin. 
 
Herbaceous Species: 
The Forest applies utilization standards to both riparian and upland herbaceous species.  
Trigger points for proper use in riparian and upland areas are from 0-XX % for 
herbaceous vegetation depending on current condition.  Proper use, based on existing 
grazing management and setting should be checked against trend data to determine if the 
current proper use is appropriate or may need to be adjusted (Swanson et al, 2006). 
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Utilization Standards for Herbaceous Vegetation 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Non-Riparian Up to 50% Up to 40% Up to 30% 
Aspen Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
All Meadows Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
Stream/Riparian Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
 
Woody Species:  
Woody riparian species play an important role in some riparian systems, providing shade, 
nesting and foraging habitat for wildlife, and roots and stems for roughness and 
streambank stability.  Other woody species provide important wildlife habitat in uplands.  
Many of these species are palatable to livestock and/or wildlife.  Excessive use of woody 
species can prevent regeneration and limit density, height, canopy volume, or habitat 
quantity and quality.  Specific use levels on woody species are used as triggers for 
livestock movement.  Use levels for woody species should not be used as a long-term 
resource objective.  Trigger points for livestock on woody species are from 0-35%, 
depending on current condition. 
 
Utilization Standards for Woody Vegetation 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Non-Riparian 
(bitterbrush, 
snowberry, 
serviceberry) 

Up to 35% Up to 25% Up to 15% 

Aspen Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Stream/Riparian  Up to 30% Up to 20% Up to 10% 
 
Soil Disturbance/Streambank Alteration: 
Stable soils and streambanks maintain soil productivity, decrease rates of erosion, 
improve water quality, and aquatic habitat.  Trigger points for livestock on soil 
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disturbance and/or streambank disturbance are from 0-20%, depending on current 
condition. 
 
Disturbance/Alteration Standards for Soils and Streambanks 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Soil Disturbance or 
Streambank 
Alteration 

Up to 20% Up to 20% Up to 10% 

 
Livestock Management 
 
 Salt and Supplement Placement – Salt or supplement can be used to improve 

distribution of livestock into areas of light use and to lessen grazing impacts to 
key areas.   
o All salt or supplement will be placed away from key areas and available 

water, in areas where livestock is usually light.   
o It should be moved progressively to allow animals to find it and to become 

used to grazing in the vicinity.  Animals may also need to be herded to the salt 
and bedded in the general vicinity.   

o In no case will salt or supplement be placed closer than ¼ mile to streams, 
springs, water developments, or other wetlands without prior approval of the 
Forest Officer.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed within tree regeneration areas where the 
smallest trees are less than three feet tall.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed near trailheads, on open roads, in areas 
of concentrated public use, or in other areas where such placement is liable to 
result in conflicts with other Forest or Grassland users. 

o Unless otherwise agreed to by the Forest Officer, salt or supplement shall be 
removed from a pasture when the livestock are removed. 

 
 Range Readiness and Turn On – livestock entry onto the allotment or into a 

specific pasture or camp area will not be authorized until the soils are dry enough 
to withstand grazing and forage plants are ready to be grazed.  After a sufficient 
time for mothering up, livestock are to be distributed throughout the pasture on 
the same day as they are turned out.  In no case is it acceptable to leave the 
livestock to distribute themselves.  Livestock are not to be turned out onto areas of 
resource concern such as riparian areas, areas near concentrated public use, 
trailheads, and so forth.  Coordinate with the Forest Officer to ensure that we are 
not creating problems for ourselves.  Permission for initial turn out must be 
obtained from the Forest Officer at least 5 days in advance.  General rangeland 
readiness indicators are attached at the end of this AMP. 

 
 Pasture Move Dates - scheduled pasture movements as established by the plan 

are necessarily flexible.  Actual moves will be determined, to the extent practical, 
by on-the-ground inspections.  
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o The permittee will plan to have the pasture move completed by the 
scheduled date shown in the Annual Operating Instructions, or by the time 
that the allowable use level is reached on any one of the Key Areas within 
the given pasture, whichever occurs first.  Any changes in this must be 
agreed to in advance by the Forest Officer.  

o It is the permittees responsibility to maintain a current knowledge of the 
status of the unit with regard to allowable use standards and current use 
levels and to either plan on moving early, if needed, or to request an 
extension, if justified.  

o If actual use on all of the key areas in the pasture is less than the allowable 
use standards by the scheduled move date, the permittee may request 
approval to remain in the unit for additional time.  If the permittee believes 
that additional time is justified, the Forest Officer must be notified at least 
five (5) days in advance to permit an adequate inspection and 
determination. 

 
 Allotment/Pasture Exit – The off date for a pasture is the date when livestock 

are to be fully out of a unit, or in the case of the last unit, fully off the allotment.   
o The Forest Service recognizes that moves from one pasture to another cannot 

usually be accomplished in one day.  It is your responsibility to begin early 
movements of livestock to ensure that pastures are clean by the dates 
specified.  Early movement shall not exceed five days unless approved in 
advance by the Forest Officer. 

o Extensions of the grazing season if desired and justified, must be requested at 
least 21 days in advance of the off date to allow time for inspection and 
preparation/payment of the bill for collection.  Extensions may be granted 
only if they meet the management constraints that have been specified 
regarding season of use, allowable use or other standards, and so forth.   

o Failure to completely remove livestock from a pasture by the off date may 
result in action being taken against the grazing permit(s). 

o Livestock remaining on the National Forest System lands after the end of the 
authorized grazing season must be billed for at the unauthorized use rate, and 
may be cause for action to be taken against the grazing permit. 

 
 Areas Closed to Grazing -       

  
 Riding and Herding – Depending on the pasture, the permittee should spend as 

much time as needed in moving livestock away from areas of concern (meadows, 
riparian areas, key areas, and so forth) and into areas of normally light use.  This 
is entirely to the benefit of the permittee as it allows the livestock to make use of 
forage that otherwise will not be grazed before allowable use standards are met in 
the key areas and the livestock are required to be removed from the pasture. 

 
Permittees are encouraged to employ gentle herding techniques based on slow 
movement, herding in the afternoon and early evening rather than morning, 
bedding livestock in the desired area overnight, letting the livestock respond to 
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your movements, rather than pushing them hard, and so forth.  This has proven to 
result in better overall distribution with less stress on the livestock. 

 
 Crossing Permits – Any livestock movement across National Forest System 

lands other than within the permitted allotment and the permitted season must be 
done under a crossing permit.  This permit can be obtained through the Forest 
Officer. 

 
 Access and Travel Management – The permittee is authorized to use Off 

Highway Vehicles (OHV) on existing roads and trails in order to facilitate their 
administration of this term grazing permit.  OHV use off existing roads and trails 
is allowed in order to maintain structural range improvements, place salt, and 
remove dead livestock as needed. 

 
 Livestock Monitoring – The Forest Service may require all permitted livestock 

on the allotment to be ear tagged with the numbered tags to be provided by the 
Forest Service.  If this is done, the permittee will be responsible for ensuring that 
all tags are accounted for, that tags for animals to be sold are returned to the 
Forest Service for exchange, and that no livestock without proper tagging are 
allowed on the allotment. 

 
 Disposal of Dead livestock - Any dead livestock will be moved to a location 

greater than 200 feet from water and out of view from roads, trails, or other areas 
of concentrated public use.  The key is to do what is feasible to avoid potentials 
for conflict. 

 
 Coordination for Animal Damage Management - neither the permittee nor his 

/her employees shall use or place poison or devices for predator control on the 
National Forest.  Animal damage management activities will be carried out by 
APHIS or by the U.S.D.A. Wildlife Services, whichever has the responsibility for 
the offending species.  If predation problems arise, the permittee shall notify, as 
soon as possible, the Forest Officer and that Officer shall assess the need for 
animal damage management activities and notify the appropriate agency as 
warranted.  This clause is not meant to preclude the permittee from taking actions 
to protect livestock that are under immediate threat if compliance with appropriate 
State law and regulation is ensured.  It is the permittees responsibility to work 
with the State agency to fully understand those laws and regulations. 

  
 Wilderness - Livestock management in wilderness requires special consideration 

of the wilderness values.  Motorized vehicle use may be permitted under special 
circumstances, as may the use of motorized equipment.  If there is a need for such 
permission, please contact your Forest Officer. 

 
o Manage your livestock within wilderness to minimize impacts on the 

natural environment and to avoid conflict with other users of the area. 
 

 Noxious Weed Prevention Practices – It is the permittees responsibility to 
ensure that your livestock do not contribute to the transport of noxious weeds onto 
the allotment. 
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o By USDA order 04-00-097, all non-pelletized hay, straw or mulch 

possessed, stored, or transported on National Forest System Lands, in 
individual bales or containers, must be tagged or marked as noxious weed 
free, or must have the original and current evidence of noxious weed free 
certification documentation present.  All markings must meet the State 
and/or county standards for certification as noxious weed free. 

 
o If the animals are coming on to the Forest/Grassland from lands known to 

contain noxious weeds, they will be held on clean forage or fed weed free 
hay for several days to allow the majority of the seeds to pass before turn 
on. 

 
o Any equipment used in the transport of livestock, including horse trailers 

and stock trucks, should be washed before coming onto the allotment, if 
they have been used in areas where noxious weeds are present. 

 
o Any hay, straw or other feeds used on the allotment either shall be 

certified as being free of noxious weeds, or shall consist of heat treated 
pelletized feeds. 

 
o Any seed used on the allotment must be tested by a certified laboratory to 

AOSA standards and certified to meet State standards based on the All 
States Noxious Weed list. 

 
o Your assistance in locating noxious weed sites and reporting them to your 

Forest Officer is greatly appreciated.  If you are able and willing to assist 
in treating noxious weeds, please work with your Forest Officer to 
determine how best to help.  
 

 Heritage Resources – Known heritage sites:  It is prohibited to disturb, collect, or 
in any way knowlingly damage any prehistoric, historic, or archaeological 
resource.  New discoveries. If previously unidentified cultural resources are 
discovered, care shall be taken by the permittee and the Forest Service to ensure 
that such sites are not disturbed.  The permittee shall notify the Forest Officer as 
soon as possible if a new site is found so that appropriate evaluation and 
mitigation measures can be made. 

 
Resource-Specific Design Features 
Design features for sage grouse, sensitive/rare plants, heritage resources, pygmy rabbits, 
and drought as detailed below: 
 
 Sage grouse critical breeding complexes (leks and nesting habitat within two 

miles of each lek), are not grazed during the reproductive season.  Additionally, 
grazing restrictions may apply to any other critical habitat, such as critical 
wintering areas. 
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 On brood-rearing meadows that are not at desired functioning condition, grazing 
restrictions implemented during brooding season.  Implementation might include 
the use of letdown fences around critical habitats such as leks, removing livestock 
grazing from the critical areas, or changing the season of use in critical areas. 

 
 Planned future activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use, such as 

salting, placement of watering sources, and placement of temporary handling 
facilities shall not occur any closer than 0.25 miles of known sensitive and rare 
plant locations. 

 
 Future livestock concentrating activities do not occur in potential habitat for 

sensitive plant species until surveys completed.  Where placement has already 
affected known sensitive and rare plant locations, the activity will be evaluated for 
its adverse effects and a determination made on whether or not design criteria is 
required to provide adequate protection.  Surveys in potential habitat will also 
include existing activities that concentrate livestock use. 

 
 Training will be provided with field tours for appropriate personnel to familiarize 

them with the Rare and Sensitive plants and their habitat.  We will place reports in 
the project file and would contain training provided, surveys preformed, 
monitoring results, and management activities. 

 
 Placement of salt blocks, watering sources, or other range supplements likely to 

concentrate animals in small areas, will be placed to avoid potentially eligible 
heritage resource sites.  Where supplement placement has already affected 
heritage sites, movement should be considered if the site is considered potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
 Before livestock concentration activities such as salting, trailing, and water 

developments are placed within potential pygmy rabbit habitat, these areas will be 
surveyed for denning areas. 

 
 Permittees will not place livestock on the Forest when soil moisture levels would 

result in damage to soils and use appropriate management practices such as 
temporary fences, where practical, to protect soils sensitive to impacts from 
livestock grazing. 

 
 Precipitation data will be analyzed prior to the beginning of the grazing season in 

order to determine drought status.  If drought conditions exist, adjustments might 
be made to numbers of animals or length of time on the allotments. 

 
Rangeland Improvements 
Proposed Improvements:  
       

       

 All work will be completed under a cooperative agreement with an approximately 
50:50 cost share. 
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 Proposed improvements shown are a part of an adaptive management system.  
Unless otherwise stated above, the actual decision to construct the improvement 
will be based on information derived from monitoring indicating the need as 
provided for in the NEPA Decision for this allotment.  All improvements shown 
are evaluated in the project level NEPA for this allotment as potential adaptive 
options. 

 Required clearances (including ESA and Cultural Resources) will be completed 
prior to initiation of construction. 

 
Maintenance Responsibility: 
Maintenance responsibilities are shown on the attached map (listed by permittee) and on 
the rangeland improvement inventory sheet attached.  The assigned maintenance may 
change over time to reflect changing needs.  When this occurs, the change will be 
implemented by modification of the term grazing permit. 
 Maintenance of all assigned improvements will be to the attached standards. 

o All maintenance must be done annually whether the allotment is actually 
grazed or not. 

o Maintenance must occur throughout the season and cannot be a one-time 
action. 

o Damage resulting from big game, wind or other acts of nature, or human 
caused actions, must be repaired in a timely manner so as to insure the 
integrity of the structure. 

o If serious or repeated problems occur, the permittee will contact the Forest 
Officer and work to determine a long-term solution to the problems. 

o All maintenance of exterior fences must be completed prior to the earlier 
turn on of either the permittee(s) on this allotment, or the adjacent 
allotment permittee(s).  It is the permittees responsibility to ensure that the 
necessary coordination occurs between adjacent allotments to ensure that 
maintenance is completed in a timely manner. 

o Interior fences must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected unit. 
o All water developments must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected 

unit. 
o Amortized improvements (improvements that have met their planned life 

expectancy) shall be scheduled for replacement under a permit 
modification.  The permittee should work with the Forest Officer to 
develop a list of amortized improvements.  Scheduling will depend on 
funding availability as well as the ability to ensure that necessary 
clearances are obtained. 

o The Forest Service will spot check maintenance as time permits and will 
report any unsatisfactory findings to the permittee. 
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o Failure to complete the assigned maintenance in a timely manner and to 
standard may be cause for actions to be taken against the grazing permit.  
These actions may include suspension or cancellation in whole or in part 
depending on the extent and severity of the non-compliance. 

 
Management Options:   
If implementation monitoring shows that allowable use or other standards are not being 
met, one or more of the following options may be implemented: 

 Fence, either hard or electric, the affected riparian area 
 changing the timing and/or amount of time livestock are in any particular 

area 
 increasing riding to improve distribution 
 changing salting locations 
 changing triggers 

If long term monitoring on the benchmark sites indicates that desired condition 
objectives are not being met or moved toward in a timely manner, one or more of the 
following options may be implemented: 

 permitted numbers and seasons of use may be modified 
 allowable use standards may be modified 

 
Over the long term, if necessary, to balance the permitted numbers and/or season with the 
livestock manager’s ability to meet annual use indicators and long-term objectives.  The 
amount of adjustment in seasons or numbers of livestock is usually dependent on the 
effectiveness of the permittee’s livestock management.  The amount of change will be 
based on monitoring.  Any permanent changes to numbers or seasons will be made 
through the term grazing permit and is not subject to further environmental analysis. 
 
Monitoring & Evaluation:  Monitoring has two key aspects.  The first, Implementation 
Monitoring, is designed to show that we are doing what we said that we would do.  In 
other words, that we are using pastures as planned, meeting the allowable use standards, 
maintaining improvements as specified, and so forth.  Much of this monitoring is the 
permittee responsibility to a large degree.  The second, Effectiveness Monitoring, is 
designed to tell us whether what we are doing is working as planned and to what degree. 

Short-Term Monitoring (Implementation) 
 Informal Inspections - Informal inspections will be made as the opportunity 

arises, such as when the Forest Officer is working in the area or is passing 
through the allotment.  Although they are not formal inspections, they will 
often reveal problems or opportunities.  Permittees will be notified by phone 
of any problems needing immediate attention.  In addition, any significant 
observations will be documented in writing, and a copy of the inspection 
report will be sent to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Formal Inspections - Formal inspections will be held as possible with an 
attempt made to include each of the major pastures.  The permittee may be 
requested to accompany the Forest Officer during the inspections.  
Significant findings from these inspections will be documented in a letter or 
inspection note to the permittee in a timely manner. 
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 Permittee Compliance Monitoring - It is the Permittees responsibility for 
ensuring that maintenance is completed to standard and on time, that 
livestock do not enter the allotment or pasture prior to the approved entry 
date, that livestock are removed from pastures and the allotment as 
specified, and that livestock do not enter or re-enter pastures that either have 
already been grazed, or that are planned for rest.  The permittee(s) will 
monitor the allotment continuously throughout the grazing season, will 
document the findings, and will coordinate with the Forest Officer to resolve 
any problems in a timely manner. 

 Allowable Use Monitoring - Monitoring of allowable use on Key areas is 
the joint responsibility of the Forest Service and the permittee(s).  Although 
the Forest Service will make every effort to assist the permittee in ensuring 
compliance with the standards, the permittee has the ultimate responsibility 
for ensuring that the allowable use standards are met. 

 Information from the Forest Service to the permittee when Forest Service 
monitoring is conducted, will indicate current findings, the standard being 
applied, and will indicate specific action expected of the permittee and the 
expected timeframes for that action, to ensure that standards are met or that 
non-compliance is brought back into compliance.  This documentation may 
be delivered verbally in a timely manner and will be documented in writing.  

 The permittee is also required to maintain written documentation of 
monitoring conducted by him/her, and to share this information with the 
Forest Officer on a timely basis. 

 
Long-term Monitoring (Effectiveness) 
The Forest Service will conduct most of the Effectiveness Monitoring on the allotment.  
You are encouraged to participate and can receive the results of any monitoring simply 
by asking.  We will also demonstrate techniques if you are interested. 

You are encouraged to conduct camera point monitoring and to share the information 
with your Forest Officer.  Camera points are easy to set up and are excellent at showing 
longer-term trends in plant health.  Your Forest Officer can work with you to show what 
camera points we currently are monitoring, to suggest areas where camera points are 
needed, and to help you to learn our camera point monitoring system.  The following 
benchmark areas will be used for this monitoring.  The following also describes the type 
of monitoring that may be used and an approximate frequency of 5-10 years. 

 Rapid Assessment Matrices, 
 Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) Protocol, 
 Photographic points, and 

 Rooted Nested Frequency 
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Annual Operating Instructions  
Each year at the annual permittee meeting (or through correspondence if no meeting is 
held), the permittee, and the Forest Service will develop a set of Annual Operating 
Instructions (AOI) based on this Allotment Management Plan.  Where feasible, multiple 
years AOI’s may be employed with annual written amendments as necessary.  The AOI 
will detail the current season’s management schedule, maintenance responsibilities, 
rangeland development program, allowable use standards, key areas, and so forth.  The 
AOI will become an amendment to this AMP and as such, a part of the Term Grazing 
Permit. 
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Appendices 
 
 

Appendix A: Range Readiness Indicators 
 
 

Grasses: 
 Fescue spp. – leaves average 5-8 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Prairie Junegrass – leaves average about 5 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Kentucky bluegrass – seed heads present 
 Western wheatgrass – leaves average 6-8 inches in height 
 Stipa spp. – leaves average 6 inches or more in height, headed out to blooming 
 
Grasslikes: 
 Carex spp. – heads blooming 
 Water sedge – leaves average 7 inches, heading out 
 
Forbs: 
 Balsamroot – full to past blooming 
 Indian paintbrush – full bloom 
 Low larkspur – full to past bloom 
 Tall larkspur – full growth, blooming to past bloom 
 Geranium – full to past bloom 
 Lupine – early to full bloom 
 Penstemon – full to past bloom 
 Mules Ear – full bloom to plants starting to dry 
 
Shrubs: 
 Serviceberry – fruit forming 
 Mountain Mahogany – fully leafed 
 Aspen – fully leafed, deep green 
 Shrubby cinquefoil – full bloom 
 Chokecherry – full to past blooming 
 Bitterbrush – in bloom 
 Current/gooseberry – flowering 50% or more 

Willow – fully leafed 
 
Soils: 
 

Soils shall be firm and moisture content low enough to ensure that: 
• Soils will not be compacted by grazing activity – especially on fine textured 

soils 
• Sod cover in meadows will not be broken by hoof action 
• Seedlings will not be pulled out of the ground 
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Appendix B – Structural Improvement Maintenance Standards 
 

Water Development Maintenance Standards: 
 

Troughs: 
 Shall be capable of holding water for the intended purpose.  Holes are to 

be plugged or the trough replaced. 
 Troughs are to be level and accessible by all ages of livestock. 
 Metal troughs shall have treated wood or rock supports under them to 

prevent rusting.  The surrounding area (20-foot diameter) shall be 
reasonably dry with gravel or other materials in place to ensure adequate 
drainage. 

 Troughs will be provided with an escape ramp to allow small birds and 
animals to get out.  This will be placed either in a corner or along one side 
so that swimming animals can easily locate and climb it.  

 Troughs will be cleaned annually with debris removed and shall contain 
no more than two inches of mud, needles, and so forth on the bottom. 

 
Pipelines: 
 Inlet pipe shall carry water from the source to the trough and not leak. 
 Drainpipe from trough shall be kept open, operating, and able to drain overflow 

away from trough to keep area 20 feet around the trough reasonably dry. 
 The inlet and overflow pipe shall be covered with soil, rock, logs, etc. to protect 

it.  The overflow shall return to the stream system. 
 Water shall not leak between the source and the pipeline 
 
Spring Developments: 
 The spring source shall be protected from livestock or big game trampling to 

prevent soil displacement, turbidity, and loss of water. 
 A reasonable amount of the available water supply shall flow from the spring into 

the pipe. 
 Spring boxes are to be kept clean of debris. 
 
Stock ponds, pit tanks, and reservoirs: 
 When more than half of the storage is lost due to siltation, the pond, or 

reservoir shall be cleaned out. 
 Soil displacement shall be prevented in spillways.  This may require riprap 

placement around the spillway and along the outflow channel or may be 
accomplished with suitable vegetative cover. 

 If ponds are not sealing adequately, bentonite or other sealers will be used. 
 

Fence Maintenance Standards: 
 

Clearing: 
 The fence right of way is six feet wide and ten feet high on each side of 
the fence. 
 All logs, trees, limbs, slash, brush, and other material will be removed 
from the right-of-way unless otherwise specified. 



G-112 

 
Appendix G 
 

 
 
 

 
Wire: 
 All broken wire shall be spliced with good condition barbed wire or double strand 
barbless wire.  The splice shall be fastened to the existing wire using a “pigtail” with 
at least three wraps. 
 Three or more splices in a distance of 20 feet will be replaced with a single splice. 
 Wire will be pulled tight using wire stretchers (no twisting of wire to take up 
slack). 
 Wire will be tied off with at least three wraps at all anchor points. 
 Wire spacing, stay spacing, tie downs, etc. will be as per the original construction. 

 
Staples and Nails: 
 Missing staples shall be replaced.  Re-staple all loose wires.  Staple shall not be 
driven home but to a point just where the barbwire will render or give. 
 Missing nails shall be replaced.  Use 50d or 60d nails. 

 
Gates: 
 Gates will be repaired or replaced to at least the same standard as originally 
constructed.  They will be capable of being opened and closed by the public. 
 When tightening bars are rebuilt, a chain will be used. 
 Metal gates will be repaired by welding breaks and will be hung so they do not 
drag. 

 
Jacks, Brace Posts, Corner braces, Stays, etc. 
 All wood brace structures that are no longer able to perform their designed 
function will be reconstructed or replaced. 
 Steel posts will be replaced if twisted or broken.  Steel posts may also be added to 
existing fences to provide additional support. 

 
Let Down Fences 
 All “let down” fences will be fully laid on the ground prior to onset of winter and 
will be fully upright and maintained prior to livestock entry to the affected area. 

 
Buck and Pole Fences, Worm Fences, etc. 
 Fences must be in an upright, serviceable position.  Legs that are spreading and 
lowering the overall height of the fence must be replaced or stabilized. 
 All broken or rotten materials must be replaced. 

 
Corrals and Livestock Handling Facilities 
 Replace all boards that are broken or rotting.   

Facilities may be used by the public and need to be safe.  Keep area clean with regard to 
wire, nails, old boards, etc. 
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Draft Allotment Management Plan 
Treasure Hill Allotment 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest 
Ely Ranger District 

2014 
*This Allotment Management Plan is made a part of your Term Grazing Permit in 
accordance with Part 3 Item “Management Practices” of that permit, approved on 
_____________ 2014 by Forest Supervisor XXX. 

Allotment Management 
Objective(s):  Livestock grazing will be authorized in a manner that will meet or move 
toward the following resource objective(s) and desired conditions in a timely manner: 

Multiple-use goals in the Forest Plan that apply to livestock grazing and rangeland 
resources are: 
 Goal #10 

“Identify and protect, interpret and manage significant cultural resources.” 
 Goal #14 

Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on 
maintaining or improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges 
(measured in acres), in cooperation with Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

 Goal #15 
Manage classified species, such as bald eagle (E), peregrine falcon (E), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (T), and Bonneville cutthroat trout (S) habitat, to maintain or 
enhance their status through coordination with other land use programs, agency 
cooperation, and direct habitat improvements.   
(Note:  E = endangered, T = threatened, S = Sensitive) 

 Goal # 16 
Specifies that all allotments are managed “…to maintain suitable range presently 
in satisfactory ecological condition, and improve suitable range in less than 
satisfactory condition.”  

 Goal # 17 
Is that the rangeland should be managed to “…produce a sustained yield of forage 
on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing while maintaining or 
enhancing the productivity of the land.”  

 Goal # 18 
Provides direction to “manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to 
wet meadows and riparian areas, and fisheries habitat.” 

 Goal # 19 
To “reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter 
ranges.”  

 Goal # 21 
To “maintain sensitive plant species.”  

 Goal #24 
Emphasize the control of Priority 1 noxious weeds. 
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 Goal #29 
Provide water and soil input to other resource activities to protect or improve 
water quality and soil productivity. 

 Goal #32 
Design and implement practices on the ground that would re-establish acceptable 
soil, hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and 
maintain favorable water flow. 

 Goal #33  
Identify habitat types on the Forest to assist management decisions concerning 
resource use. 

Desired Conditions: 
Within the framework of the Forest Plan as amended, it is the desired future condition of 
the Forest and the District to:  
 Have allotment management plans that incorporate objectives and guidelines to 

improve coordination with other resources;  
 Improve the amount of range in satisfactory ecological condition;  
 Strengthen the noxious weed control effort; and  
 Provide forage for livestock production. 
 Desired conditions will be established as follows, and progress toward meeting 

those desired conditions measured on the following benchmark areas or 
landscapes: 

 
Benchmarks/Key Areas 

PLOT 
CODE PLOT NAME COMMUNITY TYPE DATUM ZONE EAST NORTH 

305-002 SHERMANTOWN 002 BASIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 624882 4342028 

296-002 SELIGAN MINE BLACK SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 622530 4348112 

23007 MOKOMOKE 
MEADOWS 

DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 631488 4347297 

23006 SIX-MILE CREEK DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 635052 4337540 

23008 HAMILTON SPRINGS DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 631112 4348769 

297-003 CALIFORNIA 
SPRING 

MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 630910 4347545 

305-001 SHERMANTOWN 001 MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 629155 4340439 

296-001 TRUCKEE CANYON MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 628742 4348316 

305-003 LAMPSON SPRING MOUNTAIN BIG 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 83 11 628558 4335369 

306-005 CATHEDRAL 
CANYON BURN 

PINYON-JUNIPER 
WOODLAND NAD 83 11 630585 4337935 

306-004 SIXMILE WASH/ 
SPRING WET MEADOW NAD 83 11 634984 4337575 

 

“Livestock grazing is allowed, and contributes to the attainment of healthy rangelands to 
sustain multiple uses…..provides summer forage for cattle when water is available on 
slopes < 35%….livestock grazing is used to maintain or improve big game summer range 
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where suitable cover is available….livestock grazing will maintain for sage grouse 
summer and brood rearing habitat on upland rangelands.” 

 
Management: 
 Authorized Use will be approximately 415 cow/calf pairs for an average of 1287 

head months (or for not to exceed an on date of 6/16 to an off date of 10/15. 

 Yearlings may be substituted for mature cow/calf pairs at a conversion factor 
based on their weight at time of entry to the allotment (based on one AUM being 
equal to the forage requirement of a 1000-pound cow with a calf less than 6 
months of age).  Total animal unit months capacity under current management for 
the allotment is estimated at 1698. 

 Mature cows significantly heavier than 1000 pounds will require an adjustment in 
authorized numbers and seasons to maintain actual AUM’s.  

 Seasons of use may vary between 6/1 and 10/30.   

 Approximate rotation schedule (to be adjusted via the AOI based on monitoring 
results from the previous year(s): 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2009 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
Lampson 
Canyon/ 

Cathedral  

 
 

6/16 

 
 

7/22 

 
 

37 

 
 

1.23 

 
 

682.5 
Six Mile 7/23 8/30 39 1.3 721.4 
Hamilton 8/31 10/15 16 .53 294.1 

                                    
Total 92 3.06 1698 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2010 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
Hamilton 6/16 7/15 30 1.0 554.9 
Six Mile 7/16 8/21 37 1.23 682.5 
Lampson 
Canyon/ 

Cathedral 

 
 

8/22 

 
 

10/15 

 
 

25 

 
 

0.83 

 
 

460.6 
                                    

Total 92 3.06 1698 
 
Allowable Use and Other Standards: 
Allowable use standards may be adjusted as provided for in the NEPA Decision for this 
allotment to adapt to monitoring results indicating a need for change.  Actual pasture 
moves are to be completed by the time that:  

a) The allowable use standard is reached on any of the key areas, or  
b) The scheduled off date occurs, whichever occurs first. 
c) In the case of more than one standard being applicable to a given pasture, the 
standard being reached first will dictate pasture move. 
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This will usually necessitate beginning the move one or more days prior to reaching the 
allowable use standard or the scheduled off date.  Any livestock use occurring after the 
scheduled off date must be approved in advance by the Forest Officer and will be based 
on an estimate of forage remaining until allowable use standards are reached.  Be sure the 
Forest Officer is made aware of your pasture moves before they begin. 
 
Herbaceous Species: 
The Forest applies utilization standards to both riparian and upland herbaceous species.  
Trigger points for proper use in riparian and upland areas are from 0-XX % for 
herbaceous vegetation depending on current condition.  Proper use, based on existing 
grazing management and setting should be checked against trend data to determine if the 
current proper use is appropriate or may need to be adjusted (Swanson et al, 2006). 
 
Utilization Standards for Herbaceous Vegetation 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Non-Riparian Up to 50% Up to 40% Up to 30% 
Aspen Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
All Meadows Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
Stream/Riparian Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
 
Woody Species:  
Woody riparian species play an important role in some riparian systems, providing shade, 
nesting and foraging habitat for wildlife, and roots and stems for roughness and 
streambank stability.  Other woody species provide important wildlife habitat in uplands.  
Many of these species are palatable to livestock and/or wildlife.  Excessive use of woody 
species can prevent regeneration and limit density, height, canopy volume, or habitat 
quantity and quality.  Specific use levels on woody species are used as triggers for 
livestock movement.  Use levels for woody species should not be used as a long-term 
resource objective.  Trigger points for livestock on woody species are from 0-35%, 
depending on current condition. 
 
Utilization Standards for Woody Vegetation 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 
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VEGETATIVE 

 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Non-Riparian 
(bitterbrush, 
snowberry, 
serviceberry) 

Up to 35% Up to 25% Up to 15% 

Aspen Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Stream/Riparian  Up to 30% Up to 20% Up to 10% 
 
Soil Disturbance/Streambank Alteration: 
Stable soils and streambanks maintain soil productivity, decrease rates of erosion, 
improve water quality, and aquatic habitat.  Trigger points for livestock on soil 
disturbance and/or streambank disturbance are from 0-20%, depending on current 
condition. 
 
Disturbance/Alteration Standards for Soils and Streambanks 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Soil Disturbance or 
Streambank 
Alteration 

Up to 20% Up to 20% Up to 10% 

 
Livestock Management 
 
 Salt and Supplement Placement – Salt or supplement can be used to improve 

distribution of livestock into areas of light use and to lessen grazing impacts to 
key areas.   
o All salt or supplement will be placed away from key areas and available 

water, in areas where livestock is usually light.   
o It should be moved progressively to allow animals to find it and to become 

used to grazing in the vicinity.  Animals may also need to be herded to the salt 
and bedded in the general vicinity.   

o In no case will salt or supplement be placed closer than ¼ mile to streams, 
springs, water developments, or other wetlands without prior approval of the 
Forest Officer.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed within tree regeneration areas where the 
smallest trees are less than three feet tall.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed near trailheads, on open roads, in areas 
of concentrated public use, or in other areas where such placement is liable to 
result in conflicts with other Forest or Grassland users. 

o Unless otherwise agreed to by the Forest Officer, salt or supplement shall be 
removed from a pasture when the livestock are removed. 

 



G-118 

 
Appendix G 
 

 
 
 

 Range Readiness and Turn On – livestock entry onto the allotment or into a 
specific pasture or camp area will not be authorized until the soils are dry enough 
to withstand grazing and forage plants are ready to be grazed.  After a sufficient 
time for mothering up, livestock are to be distributed throughout the pasture on 
the same day as they are turned out.  In no case is it acceptable to leave the 
livestock to distribute themselves.  Livestock are not to be turned out onto areas of 
resource concern such as riparian areas, areas near concentrated public use, 
trailheads, and so forth.  Coordinate with the Forest Officer to ensure that we are 
not creating problems for ourselves.  Permission for initial turn out must be 
obtained from the Forest Officer at least 5 days in advance.  General rangeland 
readiness indicators are attached at the end of this AMP. 

 
 Pasture Move Dates - scheduled pasture movements as established by the plan 

are necessarily flexible.  Actual moves will be determined, to the extent practical, 
by on-the-ground inspections.  

o The permittee will plan to have the pasture move completed by the 
scheduled date shown in the Annual Operating Instructions, or by the time 
that the allowable use level is reached on any one of the Key Areas within 
the given pasture, whichever occurs first.  Any changes in this must be 
agreed to in advance by the Forest Officer.  

o It is the permittees responsibility to maintain a current knowledge of the 
status of the unit with regard to allowable use standards and current use 
levels and to either plan on moving early, if needed, or to request an 
extension, if justified.  

o If actual use on all of the key areas in the pasture is less than the allowable 
use standards by the scheduled move date, the permittee may request 
approval to remain in the unit for additional time.  If the permittee believes 
that additional time is justified, the Forest Officer must be notified at least 
five (5) days in advance to permit an adequate inspection and 
determination. 

 
 Allotment/Pasture Exit – The off date for a pasture is the date when livestock 

are to be fully out of a unit, or in the case of the last unit, fully off the allotment.   
o The Forest Service recognizes that moves from one pasture to another cannot 

usually be accomplished in one day.  It is your responsibility to begin early 
movements of livestock to ensure that pastures are clean by the dates 
specified.  Early movement shall not exceed five days unless approved in 
advance by the Forest Officer. 

o Extensions of the grazing season if desired and justified, must be requested at 
least 21 days in advance of the off date to allow time for inspection and 
preparation/payment of the bill for collection.  Extensions may be granted 
only if they meet the management constraints that have been specified 
regarding season of use, allowable use or other standards, and so forth.   

o Failure to remove livestock from a pasture by the off date may result in action 
being taken against the grazing permit(s). 
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o Livestock remaining on the National Forest System lands after the end of the 
authorized grazing season must be billed for at the unauthorized use rate, and 
may be cause for action to be taken against the grazing permit. 

 
 Areas Closed to Grazing -       

  
 Riding and Herding – Depending on the pasture, the permittee should spend as 

much time as needed in moving livestock away from areas of concern (meadows, 
riparian areas, key areas, and so forth) and into areas of normally light use.  This 
is entirely to the benefit of the permittee as it allows the livestock to make use of 
forage that otherwise will not be grazed before allowable use standards are met in 
the key areas and the livestock are required to be removed from the pasture. 

 
Permittees are encouraged to employ gentle herding techniques based on slow 
movement, herding in the afternoon and early evening rather than morning, 
bedding livestock in the desired area overnight, letting the livestock respond to 
your movements, rather than pushing them hard, and so forth.  This has proven to 
result in better overall distribution with less stress on the livestock. 

 
 Crossing Permits – Any livestock movement across National Forest System 

lands other than within the permitted allotment and the permitted season must be 
done under a crossing permit.  This permit can be obtained through the Forest 
Officer. 

 
 Access and Travel Management – The permittee is authorized to use Off 

Highway Vehicles (OHV) on existing roads and trails in order to facilitate their 
administration of this term grazing permit.  OHV use off existing roads and trails 
is allowed in order to maintain structural range improvements, place salt, and 
remove dead livestock as needed. 

 
 Livestock Monitoring – The Forest Service may require all permitted livestock 

on the allotment to be ear tagged with the numbered tags to be provided by the 
Forest Service.  If this is done, the permittee will be responsible for ensuring that 
all tags are accounted for, that tags for animals to be sold are returned to the 
Forest Service for exchange, and that no livestock without proper tagging are 
allowed on the allotment. 

 
 Disposal of Dead livestock - Any dead livestock will be moved to a location 

greater than 200 feet from water and out of view from roads, trails, or other areas 
of concentrated public use.  The key is to do what is feasible to avoid potentials 
for conflict. 

 
 Coordination for Animal Damage Management - neither the permittee nor his 

/her employees shall use or place poison or devices for predator control on the 
National Forest.  Animal damage management activities will be carried out by 
APHIS or by the USDA Wildlife Services, whichever has the responsibility for 
the offending species.  If predation problems arise, the permittee shall notify, as 
soon as possible, the Forest Officer and that Officer shall assess the need for 
animal damage management activities and notify the appropriate agency as 
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warranted.  This clause is not meant to preclude the permittee from taking actions 
to protect livestock that are under immediate threat if compliance with appropriate 
State law and regulation is ensured.  It is the permittees responsibility to work 
with the State agency to understand those laws and regulations. 

  
 Wilderness - Livestock management in wilderness requires special consideration 

of the wilderness values.  Motorized vehicle use may be permitted under special 
circumstances, as may the use of motorized equipment.  If there is a need for such 
permission, please contact your Forest Officer. 

 
o Manage your livestock within wilderness to minimize impacts on the 

natural environment and to avoid conflict with other users of the area. 
 

 Noxious Weed Prevention Practices – It is the permittees responsibility to 
ensure that your livestock do not contribute to the transport of noxious weeds onto 
the allotment. 

 
o By USDA order 04-00-097, all non-pelletized hay, straw or mulch 

possessed, stored, or transported on National Forest System Lands, in 
individual bales or containers, must be tagged or marked as noxious weed 
free, or must have the original and current evidence of noxious weed free 
certification documentation present.  All markings must meet the State 
and/or county standards for certification as noxious weed free. 

 
o If the animals are coming on to the Forest/Grassland from lands known to 

contain noxious weeds, they will be held on clean forage or fed weed free 
hay for several days to allow the majority of the seeds to pass before turn 
on. 

 
o Any equipment used in the transport of livestock, including horse trailers 

and stock trucks, should be washed before coming onto the allotment, if 
they have been used in areas where noxious weeds are present. 

 
o Any hay, straw or other feeds used on the allotment either shall be 

certified as being free of noxious weeds, or shall consist of heat treated 
pelletized feeds. 

 
o Any seed used on the allotment must be tested by a certified laboratory to 

AOSA standards and certified to meet State standards based on the All 
States Noxious Weed list. 

 
o Your assistance in locating noxious weed sites and reporting them to your 

Forest Officer is greatly appreciated.  If you are able and willing to assist 
in treating noxious weeds, please work with your Forest Officer to 
determine how best to help.  
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 Heritage Resources – Known heritage sites:  It is prohibited to disturb, collect, or 
in any way knowlingly damage any prehistoric, historic, or archaeological 
resource.  New discoveries. If previously unidentified cultural resources are 
discovered, care shall be taken by the permittee and the Forest Service to ensure 
that such sites are not disturbed.  The permittee shall notify the Forest Officer as 
soon as possible if a new site is found so that appropriate evaluation and 
mitigation measures can be made. 

 
Resource-Specific Design Features 
Design features for sage grouse, sensitive/rare plants, heritage resources, pygmy rabbits, 
and drought as detailed below: 
 
 Sage grouse critical breeding complexes (leks and nesting habitat within two 

miles of each lek), are not grazed during the reproductive season.  Additionally, 
grazing restrictions may apply to any other critical habitat, such as critical 
wintering areas. 

 
 On brood-rearing meadows that are not at desired functioning condition, grazing 

restrictions implemented during brooding season.  Implementation might include 
the use of letdown fences around critical habitats such as leks, removing livestock 
grazing from the critical areas, or changing the season of use in critical areas. 

 
 Planned future activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use, such as 

salting, placement of watering sources, and placement of temporary handling 
facilities shall not occur any closer than 0.25 miles of known sensitive and rare 
plant locations. 

 
 Future livestock concentrating activities do not occur in potential habitat for 

sensitive plant species until surveys completed.  Where placement has already 
affected known sensitive and rare plant locations, the activity will be evaluated for 
its adverse effects and a determination made on whether or not design criteria is 
required to provide adequate protection.  Surveys in potential habitat will also 
include existing activities that concentrate livestock use. 

 
 Training will be provided with field tours for appropriate personnel to familiarize 

them with the Rare and Sensitive plants and their habitat.  We will place reports in 
the project file and would contain training provided, surveys preformed, 
monitoring results, and management activities. 

 
 Placement of salt blocks, watering sources, or other range supplements likely to 

concentrate animals in small areas, will be placed to avoid potentially eligible 
heritage resource sites.  Where supplement placement has already affected 
heritage sites, movement should be considered if the site is considered potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
 Before livestock concentration activities such as salting, trailing, and water 

developments are placed within potential pygmy rabbit habitat, these areas will be 
surveyed for denning areas. 
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 Permittees will not place livestock on the Forest when soil moisture levels would 
result in damage to soils and use appropriate management practices such as 
temporary fences, where practical, to protect soils sensitive to impacts from 
livestock grazing. 

 
 Precipitation data will be analyzed prior to the beginning of the grazing season in 

order to determine drought status.  If drought conditions exist, adjustments might 
be made to numbers of animals or length of time on the allotments. 

 
Rangeland Improvements 
Proposed Improvements:  
       

       

 All work will be completed under a cooperative agreement with an approximately 
50:50 cost share. 

 Proposed improvements shown are a part of an adaptive management system.  
Unless otherwise stated above, the actual decision to construct the improvement 
will be based on information derived from monitoring indicating the need as 
provided for in the NEPA Decision for this allotment.  All improvements shown 
are evaluated in the project level NEPA for this allotment as potential adaptive 
options. 

 Required clearances (including ESA and Cultural Resources) will be completed 
prior to initiation of construction. 

 
Maintenance Responsibility: 
Maintenance responsibilities are shown on the attached map (listed by permittee) and on 
the rangeland improvement inventory sheet attached.  The assigned maintenance may 
change over time to reflect changing needs.  When this occurs, the change will be 
implemented by modification of the term grazing permit. 
 Maintenance of all assigned improvements will be to the attached standards. 

o All maintenance must be done annually whether the allotment is actually 
grazed or not. 

o Maintenance must occur throughout the season and cannot be a one-time 
action. 

o Damage resulting from big game, wind or other acts of nature, or human 
caused actions, must be repaired in a timely manner to insure the integrity 
of the structure. 

o If serious or repeated problems occur, the permittee will contact the Forest 
Officer and work to determine a long-term solution to the problems. 

o All maintenance of exterior fences must be completed prior to the earlier 
turn on of either the permittee(s) on this allotment, or the adjacent 
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allotment permittee(s).  It is the permittees responsibility to ensure that the 
necessary coordination occurs between adjacent allotments to ensure that 
maintenance is completed in a timely manner. 

o Interior fences must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected unit. 
o All water developments must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected 

unit. 
o Amortized improvements (improvements that have met their planned life 

expectancy) shall be scheduled for replacement under a permit 
modification.  The permittee should work with the Forest Officer to 
develop a list of amortized improvements.  Scheduling will depend on 
funding availability as well as the ability to ensure that necessary 
clearances are obtained. 

o The Forest Service will spot check maintenance as time permits and will 
report any unsatisfactory findings to the permittee. 

o Failure to complete the assigned maintenance in a timely manner and to 
standard may be cause for actions to be taken against the grazing permit.  
These actions may include suspension or cancellation in whole or in part 
depending on the extent and severity of the non-compliance. 

 
Management Options:   
If implementation monitoring shows that allowable use or other standards are not being 
met, one or more of the following options may be implemented: 

 Fence, either hard or electric, the affected riparian area 
 changing the timing and/or amount of time livestock are in any particular 

area 
 increasing riding to improve distribution 
 changing salting locations 
 changing triggers 

If long term monitoring on the benchmark sites indicates that desired condition 
objectives are not being met or moved toward in a timely manner, one or more of the 
following options may be implemented: 

 permitted numbers and seasons of use may be modified 
 allowable use standards may be modified 

 
Over the long term, if necessary, to balance the permitted numbers and/or season with the 
livestock manager’s ability to meet annual use indicators and long-term objectives.  The 
amount of adjustment in seasons or numbers of livestock is usually dependent on the 
effectiveness of the permittee’s livestock management.  The amount of change will be 
based on monitoring.  Any permanent changes to numbers or seasons will be made 
through the term grazing permit and is not subject to further environmental analysis. 
 
Monitoring & Evaluation:  Monitoring has two key aspects.  The first, Implementation 
Monitoring, is designed to show that we are doing what we said that we would do.  In 
other words, that we are using pastures as planned, meeting the allowable use standards, 
maintaining improvements as specified, and so forth.  Much of this monitoring is the 
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permittee responsibility to a large degree.  The second, Effectiveness Monitoring, is 
designed to tell us whether what we are doing is working as planned and to what degree. 

Short-Term Monitoring (Implementation) 
 Informal Inspections - Informal inspections will be made as the opportunity 

arises, such as when the Forest Officer is working in the area or is passing 
through the allotment.  Although they are not formal inspections, they will 
often reveal problems or opportunities.  Permittees will be notified by phone 
of any problems needing immediate attention.  In addition, any significant 
observations will be documented in writing, and a copy of the inspection 
report will be sent to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Formal Inspections - Formal inspections will be held as possible with an 
attempt made to include each of the major pastures.  The permittee may be 
requested to accompany the Forest Officer during the inspections.  
Significant findings from these inspections will be documented in a letter or 
inspection note to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Permittee Compliance Monitoring - It is the Permittees responsibility for 
ensuring that maintenance is completed to standard and on time, that 
livestock do not enter the allotment or pasture prior to the approved entry 
date, that livestock are removed from pastures and the allotment as 
specified, and that livestock do not enter or re-enter pastures that either have 
already been grazed, or that are planned for rest.  The permittee(s) will 
monitor the allotment continuously throughout the grazing season, will 
document the findings, and will coordinate with the Forest Officer to resolve 
any problems in a timely manner. 

 Allowable Use Monitoring - Monitoring of allowable use on Key areas is 
the joint responsibility of the Forest Service and the permittee(s).  Although 
the Forest Service will make every effort to assist the permittee in ensuring 
compliance with the standards, the permittee has the ultimate responsibility 
for ensuring that the allowable use standards are met. 

 Information from the Forest Service to the permittee when Forest Service 
monitoring is conducted, will indicate current findings, the standard being 
applied, and will indicate specific action expected of the permittee and the 
expected timeframes for that action, to ensure that standards are met or that 
non-compliance is brought back into compliance.  This documentation may 
be delivered verbally in a timely manner and will be documented in writing.  

 The permittee is also required to maintain written documentation of 
monitoring conducted by him/her, and to share this information with the 
Forest Officer on a timely basis. 

 
Long-term Monitoring (Effectiveness) 
The Forest Service will conduct most of the Effectiveness Monitoring on the allotment.  
You are encouraged to participate and can receive the results of any monitoring simply 
by asking.  We will also demonstrate techniques if you are interested. 
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You are encouraged to conduct camera point monitoring and to share the information 
with your Forest Officer.  Camera points are easy to set up and are excellent at showing 
longer-term trends in plant health.  Your Forest Officer can work with you to show what 
camera points we currently are monitoring, to suggest areas where camera points are 
needed, and to help you to learn our camera point monitoring system.  The following 
benchmark areas will be used for this monitoring.  The following also describes the type 
of monitoring that may be used and an approximate frequency of 5-10 years. 

 Rapid Assessment Matrices, 
 Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) Protocol, 
 Photographic points, and 

 Rooted Nested Frequency 

 
Annual Operating Instructions  
Each year at the annual permittee meeting (or through correspondence if no meeting is 
held), the permittee, and the Forest Service will develop a set of Annual Operating 
Instructions (AOI) based on this Allotment Management Plan.  Where feasible, multiple 
years AOI’s may be employed with annual written amendments as necessary.  The AOI 
will detail the current season’s management schedule, maintenance responsibilities, 
rangeland development program, allowable use standards, key areas, and so forth.  The 
AOI will become an amendment to this AMP and as such, a part of the Term Grazing 
Permit. 
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Appendix A: Range Readiness Indicators 
 
 

Grasses: 
 Fescue spp. – leaves average 5-8 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Prairie Junegrass – leaves average about 5 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Kentucky bluegrass – seed heads present 
 Western wheatgrass – leaves average 6-8 inches in height 
 Stipa spp. – leaves average 6 inches or more in height, headed out to blooming 
 
Grasslikes: 
 Carex spp. – heads blooming 
 Water sedge – leaves average 7 inches, heading out 
 
Forbs: 
 Balsamroot – full to past blooming 
 Indian paintbrush – full bloom 
 Low larkspur – full to past bloom 
 Tall larkspur – full growth, blooming to past bloom 
 Geranium – full to past bloom 
 Lupine – early to full bloom 
 Penstemon – full to past bloom 
 Mules Ear – full bloom to plants starting to dry 
 
Shrubs: 
 Serviceberry – fruit forming 
 Mountain Mahogany – fully leafed 
 Aspen – fully leafed, deep green 
 Shrubby cinquefoil – full bloom 
 Chokecherry – full to past blooming 
 Bitterbrush – in bloom 
 Current/gooseberry – flowering 50% or more 

Willow – fully leafed 
 
Soils: 
 

Soils shall be firm and moisture content low enough to ensure that: 
• Soils will not be compacted by grazing activity – especially on fine textured 

soils 
• Sod cover in meadows will not be broken by hoof action 
• Seedlings will not be pulled out of the ground 
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Appendix B – Structural Improvement Maintenance Standards 
 

Water Development Maintenance Standards: 
 

Troughs: 
 Shall be capable of holding water for the intended purpose.  Holes are to 

be plugged or the trough replaced. 
 Troughs are to be level and accessible by all ages of livestock. 
 Metal troughs shall have treated wood or rock supports under them to 

prevent rusting.  The surrounding area (20-foot diameter) shall be 
reasonably dry with gravel or other materials in place to ensure adequate 
drainage. 

 Troughs will be provided with an escape ramp to allow small birds and 
animals to get out.  This will be placed either in a corner or along one side 
so that swimming animals can easily locate and climb it.  

 Troughs will be cleaned annually with debris removed and shall contain 
no more than two inches of mud, needles, and so forth on the bottom. 

 
Pipelines: 
 Inlet pipe shall carry water from the source to the trough and not leak. 
 Drainpipe from trough shall be kept open, operating, and able to drain overflow 

away from trough to keep area 20 feet around the trough reasonably dry. 
 The inlet and overflow pipe shall be covered with soil, rock, logs, etc. to protect 

it.  The overflow shall return to the stream system. 
 Water shall not leak between the source and the pipeline 
 
Spring Developments: 
 The spring source shall be protected from livestock or big game trampling to 

prevent soil displacement, turbidity, and loss of water. 
 A reasonable amount of the available water supply shall flow from the spring into 

the pipe. 
 Spring boxes are to be kept clean of debris. 
 
Stock ponds, pit tanks, and reservoirs: 
 When more than half of the storage is lost due to siltation, the pond, or 

reservoir shall be cleaned out. 
 Soil displacement shall be prevented in spillways.  This may require riprap 

placement around the spillway and along the outflow channel or may be 
accomplished with suitable vegetative cover. 

 If ponds are not sealing adequately, bentonite or other sealers will be used. 
 

Fence Maintenance Standards: 
 

Clearing: 
 The fence right of way is six feet wide and ten feet high on each side of 
the fence. 
 All logs, trees, limbs, slash, brush, and other material will be removed 
from the right-of-way unless otherwise specified. 
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Wire: 
 All broken wire shall be spliced with good condition barbed wire or double strand 
barbless wire.  The splice shall be fastened to the existing wire using a “pigtail” with 
at least three wraps. 
 Three or more splices in a distance of 20 feet will be replaced with a single splice. 
 Wire will be pulled tight using wire stretchers (no twisting of wire to take up 
slack). 
 Wire will be tied off with at least three wraps at all anchor points. 
 Wire spacing, stay spacing, tie downs, etc. will be as per the original construction. 

 
Staples and Nails: 
 Missing staples shall be replaced.  Re-staple all loose wires.  Staple shall not be 
driven home but to a point just where the barbwire will render or give. 
 Missing nails shall be replaced.  Use 50d or 60d nails. 

 
Gates: 
 Gates will be repaired or replaced to at least the same standard as originally 
constructed.  They will be capable of being opened and closed by the public. 
 When tightening bars are rebuilt, a chain will be used. 
 Metal gates will be repaired by welding breaks and will be hung so they do not 
drag. 

 
Jacks, Brace Posts, Corner braces, Stays, etc. 
 All wood brace structures that are no longer able to perform their designed 
function will be reconstructed or replaced. 
 Steel posts will be replaced if twisted or broken.  Steel posts may also be added to 
existing fences to provide additional support. 

 
Let Down Fences 
 All “let down” fences will be fully laid on the ground prior to onset of winter and 
will be fully upright and maintained prior to livestock entry to the affected area. 

 
Buck and Pole Fences, Worm Fences, etc. 
 Fences must be in an upright, serviceable position.  Legs that are spreading and 
lowering the overall height of the fence must be replaced or stabilized. 
 All broken or rotten materials must be replaced. 

 
Corrals and Livestock Handling Facilities 
 Replace all boards that are broken or rotting.   
 Facilities may be used by the public and need to be safe.  Keep area clean with 
regard to wire, nails, old boards, etc. 
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Draft Allotment Management Plan 
Troy Mountain Allotment 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest/Grassland 
Ely Ranger District 

2014 
*This Allotment Management Plan is made a part of your Term Grazing Permit in 
accordance with Part 3 Item “Management Practices” of that permit, approved on 
______________ 2014 by Forest Supervisor XXX. 

Allotment Management 
Objective(s):  Livestock grazing will be authorized in a manner that will meet or move 
toward the following resource objective(s) and desired conditions in a timely manner: 

Multiple-use goals in the Forest Plan that apply to livestock grazing and rangeland 
resources are: 
 Goal #10 

“Identify and protect, interpret and manage significant cultural resources.” 
 Goal #14 

Improve the current productive level of wildlife habitat with emphasis on 
maintaining or improving limiting factors such as big game winter ranges 
(measured in acres), in cooperation with Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

 Goal #15 
Manage classified species, such as bald eagle (E), peregrine falcon (E), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (T), and Bonneville cutthroat trout (S) habitat, to maintain or 
enhance their status through coordination with other land use programs, agency 
cooperation, and direct habitat improvements.   
(Note:  E = endangered, T = threatened, S = Sensitive) 

 Goal # 16 
Specifies that all allotments are managed “…to maintain suitable range presently 
in satisfactory ecological condition, and improve suitable range in less than 
satisfactory condition.”  

 Goal # 17 
Is that the rangeland should be managed to “…produce a sustained yield of forage 
on all lands available and suitable for livestock grazing while maintaining or 
enhancing the productivity of the land.”  

 Goal # 18 
Provides direction to “manage livestock to recognize the special needs relating to 
wet meadows and riparian areas, and fisheries habitat.” 

 Goal # 19 
To “reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife for forage on key winter 
ranges.”  

 Goal # 21 
To “maintain sensitive plant species.”  

 Goal #24 
Emphasize the control of Priority 1 noxious weeds. 
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 Goal #29 
Provide water and soil input to other resource activities to protect or improve 
water quality and soil productivity. 

 Goal #32 
Design and implement practices on the ground that would re-establish acceptable 
soil, hydrologic, and vegetative conditions that are sufficient to secure and 
maintain favorable water flow. 

 Goal #33  
Identify habitat types on the Forest to assist management decisions concerning 
resource use. 

Desired Conditions: 
Within the framework of the Forest Plan as amended, it is the desired future condition of 
the Forest and the District to:  
 Have allotment management plans that incorporate objectives and guidelines to 

improve coordination with other resources;  
 Improve the amount of range in satisfactory ecological condition;  
 Strengthen the noxious weed control effort; and  
 Provide forage for livestock production. 
 Desired conditions will be established as follows, and progress toward meeting 

those desired conditions measured on the following benchmark areas or 
landscapes: 

 
Benchmarks/Key Areas 

PLOT 
CODE PLOT NAME COMMUNITY 

TYPE DATUM ZONE EAST NORTH 

347-001 NORTH OF HORSE 
SPRING 

BLACK 
SAGEBRUSH NYE NAD 27 11 639352 

347-002 NORTH OF 
SCOFIELD WASH 

BLACK 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 27 11 637583 4240687 

347-003 SCOFIELD CANYON 
BURN 

BLACK 
SAGEBRUSH NAD 83 11 638592 4239122 

25055 TEASPOON 
SPRINGS 

DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 638797 4245290 

25058 SCOFIELD CANYON DRY TO MOIST 
MEADOW NAD 27 11 631844 4240880 

 

“Livestock grazing is allowed, and contributes to the attainment of healthy rangelands to 
sustain multiple uses…..provides summer forage for cattle when water is available on 
slopes < 35%….livestock grazing is used to maintain or improve big game summer range 
where suitable cover is available….livestock grazing will maintain for sage grouse 
summer and brood rearing habitat on upland rangelands.” 

 
Management: 
 Authorized Use will be approximately xxx cow/calf pairs for an average of xxx 

head months (or for not to exceed an on date of 6/16 to an off date of 10/15. 

 Yearlings may be substituted for mature cow/calf pairs at a conversion factor 
based on their weight at time of entry to the allotment (based on one AUM being 
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equal to the forage requirement of a 1000-pound cow with a calf less than 6 
months of age).  Total animal unit months capacity under current management for 
the allotment is estimated at xxx. 

 Mature cows significantly heavier than 1000 pounds will require an adjustment in 
authorized numbers and seasons to maintain actual AUM’s.  

 Seasons of use may vary between 6/1 and 10/30.   

 Approximate rotation schedule (to be adjusted via the AOI based on monitoring 
results from the previous year(s): 

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2009 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
       
      
      

                                    
Total    

 
Tentative Grazing Plan -Year 2010 

Unit On Date Off Date Days Use Months AUMs 
      
      
      

                                    
Total    

 
Allowable Use and Other Standards: 
Allowable use standards may be adjusted as provided for in the NEPA Decision for this 
allotment to adapt to monitoring results indicating a need for change.  Actual pasture 
moves are to be completed by the time that:  

a) The allowable use standard is reached on any of the key areas, or  
b) The scheduled off date occurs, whichever occurs first. 
c) In the case of more than one standard being applicable to a given pasture, the 
standard being reached first will dictate pasture move. 

  
This will usually necessitate beginning the move one or more days prior to reaching the 
allowable use standard or the scheduled off date.  Any livestock use occurring after the 
scheduled off date must be approved in advance by the Forest Officer and will be based 
on an estimate of forage remaining until allowable use standards are reached.  Be sure the 
Forest Officer is made aware of your pasture moves before they begin. 
 
Herbaceous Species: 
The Forest applies utilization standards to both riparian and upland herbaceous species.  
Trigger points for proper use in riparian and upland areas are from 0-XX % for 
herbaceous vegetation depending on current condition.  Proper use, based on existing 
grazing management and setting should be checked against trend data to determine if the 
current proper use is appropriate or may need to be adjusted (Swanson et al, 2006). 
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Utilization Standards for Herbaceous Vegetation 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % 
by weight 
(herbaceous) 

Non-Riparian Up to 50% Up to 40% Up to 30% 
Aspen Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
All Meadows Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
Stream/Riparian Up to 45% Up to 35% Up to 25% 
 
Woody Species:  
Woody riparian species play an important role in some riparian systems, providing shade, 
nesting and foraging habitat for wildlife, and roots and stems for roughness and 
streambank stability.  Other woody species provide important wildlife habitat in uplands.  
Many of these species are palatable to livestock and/or wildlife.  Excessive use of woody 
species can prevent regeneration and limit density, height, canopy volume, or habitat 
quantity and quality.  Specific use levels on woody species are used as triggers for 
livestock movement.  Use levels for woody species should not be used as a long-term 
resource objective.  Trigger points for livestock on woody species are from 0-35%, 
depending on current condition. 
 
Utilization Standards for Woody Vegetation 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation) 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Allowable 
Utilization as a % of 
available current 
year’s growth 
(Associated woody 
vegetation 

Non-Riparian 
(bitterbrush, 
snowberry, 
serviceberry) 

Up to 35% Up to 25% Up to 15% 

Aspen Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Up to 20% of 
available suckers 
browsed 

Stream/Riparian  Up to 30% Up to 20% Up to 10% 
 
Soil Disturbance/Streambank Alteration: 
Stable soils and streambanks maintain soil productivity, decrease rates of erosion, 
improve water quality, and aquatic habitat.  Trigger points for livestock on soil 
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disturbance and/or streambank disturbance are from 0-20%, depending on current 
condition. 
 
Disturbance/Alteration Standards for Soils and Streambanks 
 
 
VEGETATIVE 
GROUP 

Management 
Standard for 
“Functioning”  

Management 
Standard for 
“Function-At-Risk” 

Management 
Standard for  
“Non Functioning” 

Soil Disturbance or 
Streambank 
Alteration 

Up to 20% Up to 20% Up to 10% 

 
Livestock Management 
 
 Salt and Supplement Placement – Salt or supplement can be used to improve 

distribution of livestock into areas of light use and to lessen grazing impacts to 
key areas.   
o All salt or supplement will be placed away from key areas and available 

water, in areas where livestock is usually light.   
o It should be moved progressively to allow animals to find it and to become 

used to grazing in the vicinity.  Animals may also need to be herded to the salt 
and bedded in the general vicinity.   

o In no case will salt or supplement be placed closer than ¼ mile to streams, 
springs, water developments, or other wetlands without prior approval of the 
Forest Officer.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed within tree regeneration areas where the 
smallest trees are less than three feet tall.   

o Salt or supplement will not be placed near trailheads, on open roads, in areas 
of concentrated public use, or in other areas where such placement is liable to 
result in conflicts with other Forest or Grassland users. 

o Unless otherwise agreed to by the Forest Officer, salt or supplement shall be 
removed from a pasture when the livestock are removed. 

 
 Range Readiness and Turn On – livestock entry onto the allotment or into a 

specific pasture or camp area will not be authorized until the soils are dry enough 
to withstand grazing and forage plants are ready to be grazed.  After a sufficient 
time for mothering up, livestock are to be distributed throughout the pasture on 
the same day as they are turned out.  In no case is it acceptable to leave the 
livestock to distribute themselves.  Livestock are not to be turned out onto areas of 
resource concern such as riparian areas, areas near concentrated public use, 
trailheads, and so forth.  Coordinate with the Forest Officer to ensure that we are 
not creating problems for ourselves.  Permission for initial turn out must be 
obtained from the Forest Officer at least 5 days in advance.  General rangeland 
readiness indicators are attached at the end of this AMP. 

 
 Pasture Move Dates - scheduled pasture movements as established by the plan 

are necessarily flexible.  Actual moves will be determined, to the extent practical, 
by on-the-ground inspections.  



G-134 

 
Appendix G 
 

 
 
 

o The permittee will plan to have the pasture move completed by the 
scheduled date shown in the Annual Operating Instructions, or by the time 
that the allowable use level is reached on any one of the Key Areas within 
the given pasture, whichever occurs first.  Any changes in this must be 
agreed to in advance by the Forest Officer.  

o It is the permittees responsibility to maintain a current knowledge of the 
status of the unit with regard to allowable use standards and current use 
levels and to either plan on moving early, if needed, or to request an 
extension, if justified.  

o If actual use on all of the key areas in the pasture is less than the allowable 
use standards by the scheduled move date, the permittee may request 
approval to remain in the unit for additional time.  If the permittee believes 
that additional time is justified, the Forest Officer must be notified at least 
five (5) days in advance to permit an adequate inspection and 
determination. 

 
 Allotment/Pasture Exit – The off date for a pasture is the date when livestock 

are to be fully out of a unit, or in the case of the last unit, fully off the allotment.   
o The Forest Service recognizes that moves from one pasture to another cannot 

usually be accomplished in one day.  It is your responsibility to begin early 
movements of livestock to ensure that pastures are clean by the dates 
specified.  Early movement shall not exceed five days unless approved in 
advance by the Forest Officer. 

o Extensions of the grazing season if desired and justified, must be requested at 
least 21 days in advance of the off date to allow time for inspection and 
preparation/payment of the bill for collection.  Extensions may be granted 
only if they meet the management constraints that have been specified 
regarding season of use, allowable use or other standards, and so forth.   

o Failure to completely remove livestock from a pasture by the off date may 
result in action being taken against the grazing permit(s). 

o Livestock remaining on the National Forest System lands after the end of the 
authorized grazing season must be billed for at the unauthorized use rate, and 
may be cause for action to be taken against the grazing permit. 

 
 Areas Closed to Grazing -       

  
 Riding and Herding – Depending on the pasture, the permittee should spend as 

much time as needed in moving livestock away from areas of concern (meadows, 
riparian areas, key areas, and so forth) and into areas of normally light use.  This 
is entirely to the benefit of the permittee as it allows the livestock to make use of 
forage that otherwise will not be grazed before allowable use standards are met in 
the key areas and the livestock are required to be removed from the pasture. 

 
Permittees are encouraged to employ gentle herding techniques based on slow 
movement, herding in the afternoon and early evening rather than morning, 
bedding livestock in the desired area overnight, letting the livestock respond to 
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your movements, rather than pushing them hard, and so forth.  This has proven to 
result in better overall distribution with less stress on the livestock. 

 
 Crossing Permits – Any livestock movement across National Forest System 

lands other than within the permitted allotment and the permitted season must be 
done under a crossing permit.  This permit can be obtained through the Forest 
Officer. 

 
 Access and Travel Management – The permittee is authorized to use Off 

Highway Vehicles (OHV) on existing roads and trails in order to facilitate their 
administration of this term grazing permit.  OHV use off existing roads and trails 
is allowed in order to maintain structural range improvements, place salt, and 
remove dead livestock as needed. 

 
 Livestock Monitoring – The Forest Service may require all permitted livestock 

on the allotment to be ear tagged with the numbered tags to be provided by the 
Forest Service.  If this is done, the permittee will be responsible for ensuring that 
all tags are accounted for, that tags for animals to be sold are returned to the 
Forest Service for exchange, and that no livestock without proper tagging are 
allowed on the allotment. 

 
 Disposal of Dead livestock - Any dead livestock will be moved to a location 

greater than 200 feet from water and out of view from roads, trails, or other areas 
of concentrated public use.  The key is to do what is feasible to avoid potentials 
for conflict. 

 
 Coordination for Animal Damage Management - neither the permittee nor his 

/her employees shall use or place poison or devices for predator control on the 
National Forest.  Animal damage management activities will be carried out by 
APHIS or by the U.S.D.A. Wildlife Services, whichever has the responsibility for 
the offending species.  If predation problems arise, the permittee shall notify, as 
soon as possible, the Forest Officer and that Officer shall assess the need for 
animal damage management activities and notify the appropriate agency as 
warranted.  This clause is not meant to preclude the permittee from taking actions 
to protect livestock that are under immediate threat if compliance with appropriate 
State law and regulation is ensured.  It is the permittees responsibility to work 
with the State agency to fully understand those laws and regulations. 

  
 Wilderness - Livestock management in wilderness requires special consideration 

of the wilderness values.  Motorized vehicle use may be permitted under special 
circumstances, as may the use of motorized equipment.  If there is a need for such 
permission, please contact your Forest Officer. 

 
o Manage your livestock within wilderness to minimize impacts on the 

natural environment and to avoid conflict with other users of the area. 
 

 Noxious Weed Prevention Practices – It is the permittees responsibility to 
ensure that your livestock do not contribute to the transport of noxious weeds onto 
the allotment. 
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o By USDA order 04-00-097, all non-pelletized hay, straw or mulch 

possessed, stored, or transported on National Forest System Lands, in 
individual bales or containers, must be tagged or marked as noxious weed 
free, or must have the original and current evidence of noxious weed free 
certification documentation present.  All markings must meet the State 
and/or county standards for certification as noxious weed free. 

 
o If the animals are coming on to the Forest/Grassland from lands known to 

contain noxious weeds, they will be held on clean forage or fed weed free 
hay for several days to allow the majority of the seeds to pass before turn 
on. 

 
o Any equipment used in the transport of livestock, including horse trailers 

and stock trucks, should be washed before coming onto the allotment, if 
they have been used in areas where noxious weeds are present. 

 
o Any hay, straw or other feeds used on the allotment either shall be 

certified as being free of noxious weeds, or shall consist of heat treated 
pelletized feeds. 

 
o Any seed used on the allotment must be tested by a certified laboratory to 

AOSA standards and certified to meet State standards based on the All 
States Noxious Weed list. 

 
o Your assistance in locating noxious weed sites and reporting them to your 

Forest Officer is greatly appreciated.  If you are able and willing to assist 
in treating noxious weeds, please work with your Forest Officer to 
determine how best to help.  
 

 Heritage Resources – Known heritage sites:  It is prohibited to disturb, collect, or 
in any way knowlingly damage any prehistoric, historic, or archaeological 
resource.  New discoveries. If previously unidentified cultural resources are 
discovered, care shall be taken by the permittee and the Forest Service to ensure 
that such sites are not disturbed.  The permittee shall notify the Forest Officer as 
soon as possible if a new site is found so that appropriate evaluation and 
mitigation measures can be made. 

 
Resource-Specific Design Features 
Design features for sage grouse, sensitive/rare plants, heritage resources, pygmy rabbits, 
and drought as detailed below: 
 
 Sage grouse critical breeding complexes (leks and nesting habitat within two 

miles of each lek), are not grazed during the reproductive season.  Additionally, 
grazing restrictions may apply to any other critical habitat, such as critical 
wintering areas. 
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 On brood-rearing meadows that are not at desired functioning condition, grazing 
restrictions implemented during brooding season.  Implementation might include 
the use of letdown fences around critical habitats such as leks, removing livestock 
grazing from the critical areas, or changing the season of use in critical areas. 

 
 Planned future activities that are likely to concentrate livestock use, such as 

salting, placement of watering sources, and placement of temporary handling 
facilities shall not occur any closer than 0.25 miles of known sensitive and rare 
plant locations. 

 
 Future livestock concentrating activities do not occur in potential habitat for 

sensitive plant species until surveys completed.  Where placement has already 
affected known sensitive and rare plant locations, the activity will be evaluated for 
its adverse effects and a determination made on whether or not design criteria is 
required to provide adequate protection.  Surveys in potential habitat will also 
include existing activities that concentrate livestock use. 

 
 Training will be provided with field tours for appropriate personnel to familiarize 

them with the Rare and Sensitive plants and their habitat.  We will place reports in 
the project file and would contain training provided, surveys preformed, 
monitoring results, and management activities. 

 
 Placement of salt blocks, watering sources, or other range supplements likely to 

concentrate animals in small areas, will be placed to avoid potentially eligible 
heritage resource sites.  Where supplement placement has already affected 
heritage sites, movement should be considered if the site is considered potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
 Before livestock concentration activities such as salting, trailing, and water 

developments are placed within potential pygmy rabbit habitat, these areas will be 
surveyed for denning areas. 

 
 Permittees will not place livestock on the Forest when soil moisture levels would 

result in damage to soils and use appropriate management practices such as 
temporary fences, where practical, to protect soils sensitive to impacts from 
livestock grazing. 

 
 Precipitation data will be analyzed prior to the beginning of the grazing season in 

order to determine drought status.  If drought conditions exist, adjustments might 
be made to numbers of animals or length of time on the allotments. 

 
Rangeland Improvements 
Proposed Improvements:  
       

       

 All work will be completed under a cooperative agreement with an approximately 
50:50 cost share. 
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 Proposed improvements shown are a part of an adaptive management system.  
Unless otherwise stated above, the actual decision to construct the improvement 
will be based on information derived from monitoring indicating the need as 
provided for in the NEPA Decision for this allotment.  All improvements shown 
are evaluated in the project level NEPA for this allotment as potential adaptive 
options. 

 Required clearances (including ESA and Cultural Resources) will be completed 
prior to initiation of construction. 

 
Maintenance Responsibility: 
Maintenance responsibilities are shown on the attached map (listed by permittee) and on 
the rangeland improvement inventory sheet attached.  The assigned maintenance may 
change over time to reflect changing needs.  When this occurs, the change will be 
implemented by modification of the term grazing permit. 
 Maintenance of all assigned improvements will be to the attached standards. 

o All maintenance must be done annually whether the allotment is actually 
grazed or not. 

o Maintenance must occur throughout the season and cannot be a one-time 
action. 

o Damage resulting from big game, wind or other acts of nature, or human 
caused actions, must be repaired in a timely manner so as to insure the 
integrity of the structure. 

o If serious or repeated problems occur, the permittee will contact the Forest 
Officer and work to determine a long-term solution to the problems. 

o All maintenance of exterior fences must be completed prior to the earlier 
turn on of either the permittee(s) on this allotment, or the adjacent 
allotment permittee(s).  It is the permittees responsibility to ensure that the 
necessary coordination occurs between adjacent allotments to ensure that 
maintenance is completed in a timely manner. 

o Interior fences must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected unit. 
o All water developments must be maintained prior to turn in to the affected 

unit. 
o Amortized improvements (improvements that have met their planned life 

expectancy) shall be scheduled for replacement under a permit 
modification.  The permittee should work with the Forest Officer to 
develop a list of amortized improvements.  Scheduling will depend on 
funding availability as well as the ability to ensure that necessary 
clearances are obtained. 

o The Forest Service will spot check maintenance as time permits and will 
report any unsatisfactory findings to the permittee. 
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o Failure to complete the assigned maintenance in a timely manner and to 
standard may be cause for actions to be taken against the grazing permit.  
These actions may include suspension or cancellation in whole or in part 
depending on the extent and severity of the non-compliance. 

 
Management Options:   
If implementation monitoring shows that allowable use or other standards are not being 
met, one or more of the following options may be implemented: 

 Fence, either hard or electric, the affected riparian area 
 changing the timing and/or amount of time livestock are in any particular 

area 
 increasing riding to improve distribution 
 changing salting locations 
 changing triggers 

If long term monitoring on the benchmark sites indicates that desired condition 
objectives are not being met or moved toward in a timely manner, one or more of the 
following options may be implemented: 

 permitted numbers and seasons of use may be modified 
 allowable use standards may be modified 

 
Over the long term, if necessary, to balance the permitted numbers and/or season with the 
livestock manager’s ability to meet annual use indicators and long-term objectives.  The 
amount of adjustment in seasons or numbers of livestock is usually dependent on the 
effectiveness of the permittee’s livestock management.  The amount of change will be 
based on monitoring.  Any permanent changes to numbers or seasons will be made 
through the term grazing permit and is not subject to further environmental analysis. 
 
Monitoring & Evaluation:  Monitoring has two key aspects.  The first, Implementation 
Monitoring, is designed to show that we are doing what we said that we would do.  In 
other words, that we are using pastures as planned, meeting the allowable use standards, 
maintaining improvements as specified, and so forth.  Much of this monitoring is the 
permittee responsibility to a large degree.  The second, Effectiveness Monitoring, is 
designed to tell us whether what we are doing is working as planned and to what degree. 

Short-Term Monitoring (Implementation) 
 Informal Inspections - Informal inspections will be made as the opportunity 

arises, such as when the Forest Officer is working in the area or is passing 
through the allotment.  Although they are not formal inspections, they will 
often reveal problems or opportunities.  Permittees will be notified by phone 
of any problems needing immediate attention.  In addition, any significant 
observations will be documented in writing, and a copy of the inspection 
report will be sent to the permittee in a timely manner. 

 Formal Inspections - Formal inspections will be held as possible with an 
attempt made to include each of the major pastures.  The permittee may be 
requested to accompany the Forest Officer during the inspections.  
Significant findings from these inspections will be documented in a letter or 
inspection note to the permittee in a timely manner. 
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 Permittee Compliance Monitoring - It is the Permittees responsibility for 
ensuring that maintenance is completed to standard and on time, that 
livestock do not enter the allotment or pasture prior to the approved entry 
date, that livestock are removed from pastures and the allotment as 
specified, and that livestock do not enter or re-enter pastures that either have 
already been grazed, or that are planned for rest.  The permittee(s) will 
monitor the allotment continuously throughout the grazing season, will 
document the findings, and will coordinate with the Forest Officer to resolve 
any problems in a timely manner. 

 Allowable Use Monitoring - Monitoring of allowable use on Key areas is 
the joint responsibility of the Forest Service and the permittee(s).  Although 
the Forest Service will make every effort to assist the permittee in ensuring 
compliance with the standards, the permittee has the ultimate responsibility 
for ensuring that the allowable use standards are met. 

 Information from the Forest Service to the permittee when Forest Service 
monitoring is conducted, will indicate current findings, the standard being 
applied, and will indicate specific action expected of the permittee and the 
expected timeframes for that action, to ensure that standards are met or that 
non-compliance is brought back into compliance.  This documentation may 
be delivered verbally in a timely manner and will be documented in writing.  

 The permittee is also required to maintain written documentation of 
monitoring conducted by him/her, and to share this information with the 
Forest Officer on a timely basis. 

 
Long-term Monitoring (Effectiveness) 
The Forest Service will conduct most of the Effectiveness Monitoring on the allotment.  
You are encouraged to participate and can receive the results of any monitoring simply 
by asking.  We will also demonstrate techniques if you are interested. 

You are encouraged to conduct camera point monitoring and to share the information 
with your Forest Officer.  Camera points are easy to set up and are excellent at showing 
longer-term trends in plant health.  Your Forest Officer can work with you to show what 
camera points we currently are monitoring, to suggest areas where camera points are 
needed, and to help you to learn our camera point monitoring system.  The following 
benchmark areas will be used for this monitoring.  The following also describes the type 
of monitoring that may be used and an approximate frequency of 5-10 years. 

 Rapid Assessment Matrices, 
 Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) Protocol, 
 Photographic points, and 

 Rooted Nested Frequency 

 
Annual Operating Instructions  
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Each year at the annual permittee meeting (or through correspondence if no meeting is 
held), the permittee, and the Forest Service will develop a set of Annual Operating 
Instructions (AOI) based on this Allotment Management Plan.  Where feasible, multiple 
years AOI’s may be employed with annual written amendments as necessary.  The AOI 
will detail the current season’s management schedule, maintenance responsibilities, 
rangeland development program, allowable use standards, key areas, and so forth.  The 
AOI will become an amendment to this AMP and as such, a part of the Term Grazing 
Permit. 
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Appendix A: Range Readiness Indicators 
 
 

Grasses: 
 Fescue spp. – leaves average 5-8 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Prairie Junegrass – leaves average about 5 inches in height, seed heads present 
 Kentucky bluegrass – seed heads present 
 Western wheatgrass – leaves average 6-8 inches in height 
 Stipa spp. – leaves average 6 inches or more in height, headed out to blooming 
 
Grasslikes: 
 Carex spp. – heads blooming 
 Water sedge – leaves average 7 inches, heading out 
 
Forbs: 
 Balsamroot – full to past blooming 
 Indian paintbrush – full bloom 
 Low larkspur – full to past bloom 
 Tall larkspur – full growth, blooming to past bloom 
 Geranium – full to past bloom 
 Lupine – early to full bloom 
 Penstemon – full to past bloom 
 Mules Ear – full bloom to plants starting to dry 
 
Shrubs: 
 Serviceberry – fruit forming 
 Mountain Mahogany – fully leafed 
 Aspen – fully leafed, deep green 
 Shrubby cinquefoil – full bloom 
 Chokecherry – full to past blooming 
 Bitterbrush – in bloom 
 Current/gooseberry – flowering 50% or more 

Willow – fully leafed 
 
Soils: 
 

Soils shall be firm and moisture content low enough to ensure that: 
• Soils will not be compacted by grazing activity – especially on fine textured 

soils 
• Sod cover in meadows will not be broken by hoof action 
• Seedlings will not be pulled out of the ground 
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Appendix B – Structural Improvement Maintenance Standards 
 

Water Development Maintenance Standards: 
 

Troughs: 
 Shall be capable of holding water for the intended purpose.  Holes are to 

be plugged or the trough replaced. 
 Troughs are to be level and accessible by all ages of livestock. 
 Metal troughs shall have treated wood or rock supports under them to 

prevent rusting.  The surrounding area (20-foot diameter) shall be 
reasonably dry with gravel or other materials in place to ensure adequate 
drainage. 

 Troughs will be provided with an escape ramp to allow small birds and 
animals to get out.  This will be placed either in a corner or along one side 
so that swimming animals can easily locate and climb it.  

 Troughs will be cleaned annually with debris removed and shall contain 
no more than two inches of mud, needles, and so forth on the bottom. 

 
Pipelines: 
 Inlet pipe shall carry water from the source to the trough and not leak. 
 Drainpipe from trough shall be kept open, operating, and able to drain overflow 

away from trough to keep area 20 feet around the trough reasonably dry. 
 The inlet and overflow pipe shall be covered with soil, rock, logs, etc. to protect 

it.  The overflow shall return to the stream system. 
 Water shall not leak between the source and the pipeline 
 
Spring Developments: 
 The spring source shall be protected from livestock or big game trampling to 

prevent soil displacement, turbidity, and loss of water. 
 A reasonable amount of the available water supply shall flow from the spring into 

the pipe. 
 Spring boxes are to be kept clean of debris. 
 
Stock ponds, pit tanks, and reservoirs: 
 When more than half of the storage is lost due to siltation, the pond, or 

reservoir shall be cleaned out. 
 Soil displacement shall be prevented in spillways.  This may require riprap 

placement around the spillway and along the outflow channel or may be 
accomplished with suitable vegetative cover. 

 If ponds are not sealing adequately, bentonite or other sealers will be used. 
 

Fence Maintenance Standards: 
 

Clearing: 
 The fence right of way is six feet wide and ten feet high on each side of 
the fence. 
 All logs, trees, limbs, slash, brush, and other material will be removed 
from the right-of-way unless otherwise specified. 
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Wire: 
 All broken wire shall be spliced with good condition barbed wire or double strand 
barbless wire.  The splice shall be fastened to the existing wire using a “pigtail” with 
at least three wraps. 
 Three or more splices in a distance of 20 feet will be replaced with a single splice. 
 Wire will be pulled tight using wire stretchers (no twisting of wire to take up 
slack). 
 Wire will be tied off with at least three wraps at all anchor points. 
 Wire spacing, stay spacing, tie downs, etc. will be as per the original construction. 

 
Staples and Nails: 
 Missing staples shall be replaced.  Re-staple all loose wires.  Staple shall not be 
driven home but to a point just where the barbwire will render or give. 
 Missing nails shall be replaced.  Use 50d or 60d nails. 

 
Gates: 
 Gates will be repaired or replaced to at least the same standard as originally 
constructed.  They will be capable of being opened and closed by the public. 
 When tightening bars are rebuilt, a chain will be used. 
 Metal gates will be repaired by welding breaks and will be hung so they do not 
drag. 

 
Jacks, Brace Posts, Corner braces, Stays, etc. 
 All wood brace structures that are no longer able to perform their designed 
function will be reconstructed or replaced. 
 Steel posts will be replaced if twisted or broken.  Steel posts may also be added to 
existing fences to provide additional support. 

 
Let Down Fences 
 All “let down” fences will be fully laid on the ground prior to onset of winter and 
will be fully upright and maintained prior to livestock entry to the affected area. 

 
Buck and Pole Fences, Worm Fences, etc. 
 Fences must be in an upright, serviceable position.  Legs that are spreading and 
lowering the overall height of the fence must be replaced or stabilized. 
 All broken or rotten materials must be replaced. 

 
Corrals and Livestock Handling Facilities 
 Replace all boards that are broken or rotting.   

Facilities may be used by the public and need to be safe.  Keep area clean with regard to 
wire, nails, old boards, etc. 
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APPENDIX H:  CUMULATIVE ACTIVITIES IN OR 
NEAR THE PROJECT AREA 
Introduction 
 
Cumulative effects, are those environmental consequences that result from the incremental 
effects of an activity when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of which agency, person, or other entity undertakes them (see CFR 1508.7). 
The analysis and disclosure of cumulative effects provides the decision-maker and the public 
the context in which the effects are occurring, and the environmental implications of the 
interactions of known and expected management activities. Most of these activities would be 
disclosed in more site-specific environmental documents. During subsequent analyses of these 
site-specific activities, local cumulative effects would be assessed in detail. 

 
The cumulative effects section will help to ensure that the incremental and interactive effects 
of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions for the Project Area and 
surrounding area would not negatively affect the natural and other resources in the adjacent 
landscape. The cumulative effects analysis in this chapter analyzes how planned or 
reasonably foreseeable activities would affect or be affected by those activities proposed for 
implementation under the action alternatives. The cumulative effects analysis is conducted 
for each individual resource. Cumulative effects are often difficult to analyze, considering 
the broad geographic landscape, the socioeconomic and political policy changes that often 
occur over time, and the uncertainties associated with government and private actions. 

 
Area of Cumulative Effects Analysis 
The cumulative effects analysis for the Ely Westside Rangeland Project area considers past, 
present, and future activities within the Ely Ranger District, and in some cases lands 
immediately adjacent to the Project Area, although the actual area of analysis may vary by 
resource. This would include privately held lands, BLM lands, and National Forest System 
lands. Maps H-1 and H-2 display the areas considered for other activities that could have 
cumulative impacts. The cumulative effects analysis areas are identified in Chapter 3 in the 
Environmental Consequences section of each resource. 

 
Historical Context 
Many activities have occurred both historically and currently in the Ely Ranger District that have 
affected, and continue to affect, the ecological resources of the area. These human caused 
impacts were primarily due to the historic settlement of the area and included livestock grazing, 
mining, logging, and recreation. These activities contributed to changes in the natural resources 
of the area and resulted in long-term degradation of aquatic, riparian, and upland habitats. 
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Map H-1: Cumulative Effects Analysis Area for the White Pine Range 

 



 Appendix H 
 

H-3 
 

Map H-2: Cumulative Effects Analysis Area on the Grant-Quinn Range 

 
 



H-4 

 
Appendix H  
 

 
 
 

Livestock Grazing and Range Developments 
 
Past 
After ore rich areas were depleted, ranching and agriculture remained important activities for 
people desiring to settle in the area. Railroad Valley, west of the project area, was first settled in 
1867, and was known as Warm Springs Valley. White River Valley, east of the project area, was 
settled by Mormons. The White River Valley is a well-watered and fertile portion of White Pine 
County. Thus, it was attractive to ranchers and farmers. In contrast, Railroad Valley could not 
support farming, but it was a good stock- raising region, due to its springs, white sage, and sand 
grass. Ranching in Railroad Valley reflects much of what was going on across the state in the late 
1800’s and early 1900’s as mining activity waned. Substantial livestock grazing occurred around 
the turn of the 19th century. Tremewan (1915) described the range conditions in the three or four 
years prior to 1909 as “having reached a point of almost total denudation.” He also describes 
erosion and soil conditions that were affecting the summer range to the point that cattle were 
coming in from the summer range that were in such poor condition that they needed to be fed 
before they could be driven to shipping points. 

 
Tremewan (1915) attributes these conditions to the transient sheep operations and their ability to 
move relatively quickly, with very little overhead, no taxes, and no commitment to the land or 
incentive to protect any part of the range. Homesteaders and ranchers, on the other hand were 
tied to the land and dependent on it to provide forage for their livestock and water for their crops 
(Tremewan 1915). This conflict in the years prior to 1909 eventually led to the establishment of 
the Forest Reserve in the White Pine and Grant-Quinn ranges. 

 
Grazing allotments were created in 1909 with permits given to those with “established 
grazing preference.” At that time, there were applications for 560,000 sheep, 32,000 cattle, 
and 8,000 horses (Tremewan 1915). Not all the applications were accepted, thus reducing 
impacts on the land. 

 
Present 
Appendix C includes summaries of current grazing management by allotment. The summaries 
were developed by reviewing recent Annual Operating Instructions for these allotments. The 
summaries include information on number of livestock, forage utilization levels, monitoring, 
range improvements, and general management. 

 
Current grazing operations in the project area rely on a number of range developments, such as 
water storage sites, fence, and stock facilities (corrals). Maps H-3 and H-4 display the location 
of these improvements in relation to the allotments. The developments will continue to be used 
and maintained under the action alternatives. 
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Table H-1. Summary of Existing Range Developments by Allotment. 
 

Allotment Water 
Storage 

Fence 
(Miles) 

Stock 
Facilities Gates Spring Head 

Works Pipeline 

Big Creek 1 3.81 0 4 0 0 
Blackrock 22 8.18 3 9 2 .94 
Cherry Creek 2 1.95 0 9 0 0 
Currant 21 15.19 0 19 1 0 
Ellison Basin 36 31.43 7 41 7 3.83 
Hooper 
Canyon 0 .33 0 2  0 

Illipah 20 11.62 0 13 9 0 
Irwin Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pine Creek/ 
Quinn 
Canyon 

1 18.30 0 30 0 0 

Tom Plain 41 31.10 2 59 3 6.23 
Treasure Hill 52 9.67 0 17 8 14.18 
Troy 
Mountain 11 5.49 0 0 4 5.28 

Total 207 137.07 12 203 31 30.46 
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Map H-3: Range Development on White Pine Range 
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Map H-4: Range Developments on Grant Quinn 
Range
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Foreseeable Future 
At this time, there are no new range developments being considered for the project area. 

 
Mineral Exploration 
 
Past 
The first ore discovery in the project area occurred in 1865, in the White Pine Mountain Range. 
The earliest production took place at Monte Cristo between 1865 and 1872. In 1868, the 
Hidden Treasure Mine on Treasure Hill was located. This discovery and several other rich 
discoveries in the vicinity led to one of the most sensational mining rushes in the West, the 
White Pine Rush of 1868-1869. The Troy Mining District was discovered in 1867 further west 
in Troy and Irwin Canyons on the west flank of the Grant Mountain Range in Railroad. There 
was an instant boom within a year of the discovery. The earliest production in the district took 
place between 1867 and 1876. Before the first grazing permits were issued, the discovery of 
silver and other valuable mineral sources was discovered near what is now known as the 
community of Hamilton (Davidson 1957). Mining remained the focus of that area until the 
early 1930s, when no new silver veins were discovered and production plummeted. While 
mining interests in the area continued through the 1980s, no significant deposits have been 
identified since the boom years of the 1800s. 

 
During the mining boom era, mining exploration and mining in general had effects on water 
quality and quantity, riparian areas, and fish and wildlife species. Some of these effects include 
sediment inputs from mine tailing and waste rock dumps into the streams and rivers of the 
watershed. The fine sediments covered spawning gravels and, in some cases, altered the water 
chemistry. Rivers and streams were rechanneled, and vegetation in riparian areas declined due 
to increased human occupation. With few exceptions, the effects from these past activities have 
stabilized and are now virtually indistinguishable from the natural processes in the area. These 
areas are incredibly small and, other than their lack of vegetation, are not viewed as 
environmental concerns at this time. 

 
Within this project area, these effects were generally restricted to the forestlands near 
Hamilton, Nevada. Mining elsewhere in the project area was at a small scale and the impacts 
from the activities were minimal and short term. Today, much of the evidence of mining 
outside the main mining districts consists of small adits or shafts, and human habitation sites. 

 
Some logging also occurred in site-specific areas to produce mining timbers, building 
materials, and firewood. Where these limited activities occurred, trampling of vegetation, 
decreased stream shading, road building, and increased erosion and sediment delivery to the 
rivers resulted from these activities. The effects from the past logging operations have 
stabilized and are now indistinguishable from the natural processes in the area. 

 
The last 5 years has brought limited mineral exploration activity in the project area. The 
Mount Hamilton Exploration Project was located in the northwest corner of the White Pine 
Range. This project involved 13 core hole drill sites on existing and reclaimed roads.  
Nearly 1,000 feet of reclaimed road was reopened and 410 feet of reclaimed road was 
traversed as cross-country travel. After the drilling was completed, the sumps were 
backfilled and reopened roads were recontoured and seeded. The total area involved in the 



 Appendix H 
 

H-9 
 

project, including use of the reclaimed roads, was less than 1 acre.  Restoration activities 
were completed in 2012. 
 
The Centennial Geotechnical Project conducted drilling for exploration and geotechnical work in 
the northwest corner of the White Pine Range. This project involved 17 drill holes, 20 for 
geotechnical information. The 20 geotechnical drill sites utilized 40 foot by 20 foot drill pads 
and were accessed using 9,050 feet of cross-country travel. The total surface disturbance, 
including cross-country travel, was 2 acres and all disturbance was recontoured and seeded.  
Restoration activities were completed in 2012. 

 
Present 
The Mount Hamilton Mine site is currently a focus for mineral exploration. The Centennial 
Mineral Exploration Project and NES Baseline Mineral Exploration Project are located in or 
adjacent to the footprint of the Mount Hamilton Mine. The Centennial Mineral Exploration Project 
included 19 drill sites, 21 feet wide and 50 feet long, and 2,244 feet of constructed road with a total 
disturbance of 1.5 acres. This project is expected to complete partial reclamation 2013. The NES 
Baseline Mineral Exploration Project proposes 51 drill sites with 3 drill rigs. These sites are 
accessed by existing roads and 500 feet of reopened road and are entirely in previously disturbed 
areas. This project should be completed in summer 2013 and partial reclamation in 2013.  The 
Green Springs – Cathedral Canyon exploration drilling project is located in the northwest corner 
of the White Pine Range. The project involves up to 14 drill sites. Most sites will be accessed 
from existing roads, but the project would also utilize overland travel (1/3 of a mile, total) and 
temporary roads (2/3 of a mile, total). The drilling activity will be conducted on 100 foot by 100 
foot locations. The total area of disturbance will be less than 5 acres. Any topsoil present will be 
segregated during the drilling operations and then returned to the site and stabilized at the 
conclusion of the work. Activity should begin in the spring of 2013 and end in the fall of 2013. 

 
Foreseeable Future 
Interest has been growing in the exploration and development of potential oil/gas and 
geothermal resources in the project area. There is potential for future oil and gas exploration in 
the project area adjacent to the Grant Range Wilderness, Quinn Canyon Wilderness, and 
Currant Mountain Wilderness areas. Applications have been filed with BLM for oil and gas 
leases. The potential geothermal resources are in the White Pine Range. At this time, no 
specific plans for exploration or development have been approved and no ground disturbing 
activity has been authorized. 

 
While there are no mine reclamation projects currently scheduled for the area, there is a 
possibility that such a project might be identified and planned within the next 10 years. If or 
when such a project is identified, it would be designed to limit adverse environmental effects 
while improving watershed conditions. 

 
Watershed Restoration 
 
Past 
There are several historical watershed restoration projects in the White Pine Range. These 
projects were designed to have beneficial impacts to wildlife, vegetation, and water resources. 
As discussed below, these projects were successful and their beneficial effects have become 
stable at this time. 
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In 1978, a headcut repair was conducted on Cottonwood Creek to stabilize headcuts in several 
meadows along the creek. The goal of the project was to prevent the headcuts from 
progressing through their respective meadows. The project was successful in meeting that 
goal. 

 
A 1999 project in Ellison Meadow was implemented to reduce soil loss in the area and 
sedimentation levels in Ellison Creek. The goal of the project was to halt the headcutting of a 
gully and prevent sediment from reaching Ellison Creek. The project was successful in meeting 
that goal. 

 
In 2001, a project was implemented in Circle Wash to address a gully that had formed in the 
meadow. The goal of the project was to reduce erosion be reshaping the sides of the gully to 
stabilize them and permit vegetation to grow. The project involved sloping the banks of a 
gully that was approximately 60 feet long, 70 feet wide, and 10 feet deep. 

 
Present 
The Copper Creek Headcut Restoration was implemented in September, 2010. This project is 
designed to raise the water table back to historic levels and stop the head cut from continuing up 
the meadow. It is expected to have beneficial impacts to wildlife, vegetation and water resources 
around and affected by Copper Creek. This project consists of repairing three headcuts and 
filling a few hundred feet of gullied stream channel. It is located in two meadows on Copper 
Creek, 3 miles southwest of Ellison Guard Station and 30 miles southwest of Ely, Nevada. 
In October 2012, a riparian exclosure fence was constructed around Gredette Meadow in the 
Grant/Quinn range. Gredette Meadow is one of the largest and most lush, riparian meadows 
in the Grant/Quinn range. Due to this, the meadow receives intense grazing and watering use 
from both domestic and feral cattle. The meadow has also been impacted by wildlife in the 
past. The heavy use by domestic and feral cattle has negatively impacted the meadow and 
resulted in a transition to drier vegetation species, headcutting within the meadow, and a 
large gully downstream of the meadow. 
 

Foreseeable Future 
The Currant-Ellison Watershed Restoration Project is currently being initiated. This project 
incorporates many different aspects of watershed restoration, including stream and spring 
restoration (approximately 2 miles), road rehabilitation and decommissioning (approximately 
45 miles), and vegetation treatments (such as prescribed fire and mechanical thinning). This 
project incorporates existing vegetation and stream restoration projects and expands into 
other parts of the project area not currently being treated.  The project area is approximately 
185,000 acres and encompasses approximately half of the White Pine Management Division 
from the pass near Indian Garden Mountain on the north end and all lands south of there to 
the boundary of NFS lands south of Highway 6. 

 
Water Diversions 
 
Past and Present 
Agricultural water diversions have also been developed on some streams in the area and are 
found mostly on privately owned land or on lands administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management. The diversions depend on a reliable water supply from upstream sources on the 
Forest. Effects to the water source (such as alterations in channel morphology leading to 
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channel incision) can cause changes to water retention along the riparian zone. This can amount 
to less water being available during low flow periods. The water that does flow beyond the 
points of diversion dissipates onto alluvial fans or stream bottoms. 

 
A diversion on Currant Creek provides stock water and irrigation to RWD Currant Creek LLC.  
The diversion is very low on the Forest and consists of two holding ponds and a diversion 
ditch. A diversion on Illipah Creek provides a water supply for the Moorman Ranch. In 
addition to providing stock water and irrigation, this diversion also provides a domestic water 
supply to the ranch. The diversion consists of a developed spring with head box and pipes that 
carry water to the ranch. 

 
Foreseeable Future 
There are no water diversions planned in the foreseeable future. 

 
Wildfire and Rehabilitation Following Wildfire 
 
Past 
From 1980 to 2012, there were 322 fires for a total of 32,019 acres within the Cumulative Effects 
area.  On average, there were 10 new fire starts a year. The fires ranged in size from 1 acre to 
8,132 acres. Maps H-5 and H-6 shows the locations and table H-2 shows the number of acres 
these historical fires burned within and adjacent to the Ely Rangeland Westside allotment 
boundaries. The Troy Fire in 2004 is not displayed on the fire history map. It burned 2,800 acres 
in the higher elevations of the Irwin Canyon and Hooper Canyon Allotments. 
 
The Ely Westside Rangeland project area has a history of fast moving wildfires on the lower 
elevations (5,200 to 7,200 feet) in the grass and sage brush communities that move into the 
pinyon-juniper communities. Fires that start above 7,200 feet on the Grant-Quinn Ranges and 
above 7,000 feet on the White Pine Range tend to have a more mosaic pattern and recover with 
native vegetation. 
 
In 1997, the human-caused Troy Canyon Fire burned 808 acres near the old mining town of Troy. 
This fire burned in the lower elevations on the Irwin Canyon Allotment. In 1999, the Sellum Fire 
occurred on the east side of the Grant Range burning 10,000 acres in the lower elevations. In 
2000, the Mammoth fire burned 600 acres that are now located in the Grant Wilderness, which 
was designated as a wilderness area in 2006. Both of these fires were located in the Troy 
Mountain Allotment. In 2004, the Troy wildfire burned a total of 2,800 acres in the higher 
elevations of the Irwin Canyon and Hooper Canyon Allotments. This fire was managed for 
resource benefits, including bighorn sheep habitat. In 2006, on the east side of the Grant Range, 
the Adaven and Sherwood fires burned a total of 8,234 acres in the Troy Mountain and Cherry 
Creek Allotments. The Troy Peak wildfire, also in 2006, burned 1,183 acres in the Hooper 
Canyon and Cherry Creek Allotments and was managed for resource benefits. In 2007, the 
Cathedral and Lampson wildfire burned 4,424 acres in the Treasure Hill Allotment on the White 
Pine Range. All of these fires, except the 2006 Adaven and 1997 Troy Canyon Fires were caused 
by lightning.  There were four fires in the Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon Allotment between 1998 and 
2005 that burned a total of 2,073 acres. Three of these fires were in the Barton Creek area and the 
largest fire occurred near the southwest corner of the district boundary. 
 
Rehabilitation actions usually consist of seeding native species, repairing fences, and aggressively 
treating noxious weeds to minimize infestations. Rehabilitation activities following wildfires have 
assisted in restoring perennial vegetation in burned areas. Two or more years of rest have allowed 
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vegetation resources including riparian areas to recover following fires. Burn areas have been 
rested for a minimum of 2 years after the wildfire. 
 
Rehabilitation actions have generally been limited following wildfires in the project area 
boundaries. In 1997, the Troy Canyon Fire occurred and was also seeded that same year. 
Following the Cathedral Fire in 2007, rehabilitation actions included seeding, mulching, and 
seeding with mulch within the 3,847 acre fire site. In 2007, the Adaven and Sherwood Fires, 
which are located both on Forest Service and BLM lands, were seeded. The Forest Service hand 
seeded 160 acres and BLM drill seeded 275 acres on the Adaven Fire. The Forest Service aerial 
seeded 1,405 acres and BLM drill seeded 1,758 acres and aerial seeded 200 acres on the 
Sherwood Fire. After the Mammoth Fire and the South Fork Fire in 2000, both of the burned 
areas were seeded later that same year. 
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Map H-5: Fire History for White Pine Range 
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Map H-6: Fire History Grant-Quinn Range 
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Table H-2 Fire History information 
Year Number of Fires Acres Burned 

1980 18 40 
1981 10 30 
1982 8 0 
1983 7 0 
1984 5 205 
1985 11 .3 
1986 13 1,168 
1987 9 .2 
1988 5 0 
1989 8 0 
1990 8 .5 
1991 11 .6 
1992 24 2.3 
1993 11 0 
1994 3 0 
1995 3 0 
1996 18 7.6 
1997 3 .3 
1998 9 5,495 
1999 14 8,369 
2000 11 524 
2001 28 128 
2002 4 .4 
2003 6 1 
2004 28 10.5 
2005 4 160 
2006 13 8,381 
2007 7 4,431 
2008 4 56 
2009 7 .7 
2010 1 9 
2011 4 1 
2012 6 198 

 
Present 

Based on historical patterns and current conditions the following allotments are at highest risk 
related to large-scale wildfires: 
• Irwin Canyon- due to cheat grass in the lower elevations. 
• Hooper Canyon- due to cheat grass in the lower elevations. 
• Troy Mountain-due to cheat grass and other grass species in the lower elevations. 
• Cherry Creek-due to cheat grass and other grass species in the lower elevations. 
• Ellison Basin-due to higher number of fire starts and increase of recreation users. 

 
These allotments have historically had larger fires in the lower elevations. In the higher 
elevations, the vegetation in these allotments is in better condition so fires in these areas would 
tend to have a moderate to low risk of large scale, high severity wildfires. 
 
The following allotments are at low to moderate risk for large-scale, high severity wildfires due 
to the vegetation communities, topography and low historic fire occurrence: 
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• Tom Plain 
• Illipah 
• Treasure Hill 
• Black Rock 
• Currant Creek 
• Big Creek 
• Pine Creek-Quinn Canyon. 

 
Foreseeable Future 

Wildfires will likely continue to impact resources within the project area. The locations and 
timing of potential wildfires in the future cannot be predicted and are therefore not foreseeable.  
Naturally occurring wildfires in wilderness areas will be allowed to burn in an effort to 
restore the natural fire cycle back into the ecosystem as long as conditions allow it and life 
and property are not in jeopardy. 
 

Prescribed Fire/Vegetation Treatments 
 
Past 

Until the mid-1970s, the main vegetation treatments were chaining and seeding, with some 
prescribed burning throughout the project area. In 1974, research was started in the Horse Track 
Springs area to observe the response of vegetation to prescribed burning. In 1975, five sites 
were treated for a total of 104 acres. Over the past 20 years, vegetation treatments have included 
prescribed fires, mechanical treatments; seedings have been limited. 
 
In 2007, the Currant Prescribed Burn project was implemented. This project approved up to 
3,700 acres of treatment in pinyon-juniper community to create a diversity of age classes and 
structures to reduce the risk of large wildfires. The Currant project was completed in the spring 
of 2010 and treated approximately 600 acres. This project was in the Currant Creek Allotment. 
 

Present 
Two aspen stands were protected with a fence in 2007.  The fence was constructed to protect 13 
acres of aspen from grazing by livestock and big game in the Illipah Allotment. 
 
In 2009, the Currant Triangle pinyon-juniper cutting project was implemented in the Currant 
Creek Allotment. The objective of this project was to cut and leave approximately 300 acres of 
pinyon-juniper that were expanding into an old chaining/seeding area. The White River and 
Ellison mowing and seeding project was also implemented in 2009 in the Ellison Basin 
Allotment. This project involved mowing and seeding approximately 200 acres of mountain and 
basin big sage brush communities to improve the sagebrush habitats for sage grouse, mule deer 
and elk. 
 
In 2010, the White Pine Sagebrush Restoration project commenced. This project involves 
cutting and leaving or removing pinyon-juniper on up to 5,000 acres within the 19,000 acre 
project area, which includes portions of the Ellison Basin and Currant Creek Allotments. 
Approximately 2,000 acres were treated in 2010 with about 3,000 acres completed in 2011-
2012. Also in 2010, the Central White Pine Pinyon-Juniper removal project began in the Illipah, 
Tom Plain, Ellison Basin and Currant Creek Allotments. This project involves cutting and 
leaving the small trees on up to 12,000 acres. Approximately 3,450 acres of treatment have been 
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completed at this time. Ely Bureau of Land Management sage brush crushing and seeding was 
completed on 708 acres in 2006, and mowed 1,000 acres in 2010 east of Cherry Creek 
drainage, which is adjacent to the Cherry Creek Allotment boundary. These projects were 
designed to improve the overall health of the sagebrush communities that are utilized by sage 
grouse, mule deer, elk and other sagebrush dependent species. 
 
The vegetation treatments identified above may have short-term adverse effects on the quality 
of wildlife habitat, composition of vegetative communities, and a short-term increase to bare 
ground. These adverse impacts generally only last for 2-3 years or less. Over the long term, 
these projects should result in an improvement to the quality of wildlife habitat, diversity in 
vegetation communities (which increases age classes). These projects should also reduce the 
amount of bare ground, the potential for soil erosion, and the severity of unplanned fires. 
 
A fence to protect an aspen stand was installed in the Illipah Allotment in the fall of 2011.  That 
fence protects 3 acres of aspen from livestock grazing, but designed to allow access by big 
game. 
 

Foreseeable Future 
Vegetation treatments, which include prescribed fire, mechanical treatments (mastication, 
mowing, chipping, whole tree removal, cut/leave and fire wood removal), will continue to occur 
in the Ely Westside Rangeland project area. For the next 3-5 years, there are several projects 
scheduled. The White Pine Sagebrush Restoration project area involves approximately 1,000 
acres to address pinyon-juniper expansion in that area. The majority of these acres will receive a 
variety of mechanical treatments and some areas will be jackpot burned.  Treatment on 
approximately 2,000 acres in the Central White Pine Pinyon-Juniper Removal project to 
address pinyon-juniper expansion is expected to continue.  Trees would be cut and left on site. 
Also, in this project area, we will be treating the cheat grass with herbicide along the road edges 
and fencing out 5 springs. Adaven project proposes approximately 4,000 acres of mechanical 
and/or prescribed burning near Adaven on the Grant-Quinn Range to reduce the risk of fire to 
private inholdings in the area.  The Currant-Ellison Watershed Restoration project area 
involves approximately 185,000 acres with a treatments that range from mechanical, 
prescribed fire, road decommissioning, and weed inventory and treatments.  Additional 
information on the Currant-Ellison Watershed Restoration project is included above in the 
Watershed Restoration section. 
 
The District plans to construct three fences designed to protect approximately 10 acres of sage 
grouse habitat.  One of the fences would protect 3 acres along Copper Creek in the Ellison 
Basin Allotment.  Another fence would protect 4 acres of a meadow in the Tom Plain 
Allotment.  The final fence would protect 3 acres of a meadow in the Illipah Allotment. 
 
The Ely BLM office plans to mow 1,000 acres and seed approximately 2,000 acres of sagebrush 
in the Jakes Valley, east of Midway Well and Willow Grove which is east of Tom Plain and 
Ellison Basin allotments. The long-term goals of this project are to reduce shrub cover, improve 
habitat for sage grouse and other wildlife, reduce fuel loading, and restore the historic 
disturbance regime. 
 
Spraying and inventory of invasive and noxious weeds will continue and/or increase within the 
project area for the next 2-3 years. 
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Estray Livestock 
 
Past and Present 

There are approximately 80-100 head of cattle located on the Grant-Quinn Range that are 
considered estray. Estray livestock have the potential to cause the same effects to the 
environment as permitted livestock, but to a greater degree because they are unregulated 
and remain in the area year round. The 
 
District has taken steps to reduce the number of estray livestock, but until they are completely 
removed, they have the potential to adversely affect resources. 
 

Foreseeable Future 
No management actions are anticipated due to budgetary and political constraints. Without 
intervention, the herd will continue to breed and increase in size. The area the herd uses will 
likely increase to correspond with the size of the herd. 

 
Wild Horses 
 
Past and Present 
The project area contains three Wild Horse Territories/Herd Areas (WHT/HAs) that overlap 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Forest Service administered lands. These territories 
take in portions of the Big Creek, Blackrock, Hooper Canyon, Illipah, Irwin Canyon, Pine 
Creek/ Quinn Canyon, Tom Plain, and Treasure Hill grazing allotments. 

 
Through the White Pine County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 2006 (P.L 
109-432, Division C, Title III) the Forest Service acquired a portion of the Jakes Wash HA 
from the BLM.   Jakes Wash is located on the east/central side of the White Pines.  Currently 
the Forest Service does not have a Territory Management Plan for the Jakes Wash HA and 
subsequently has not set an AML.  The BLM has set an AML of zero on their larger, managed 
portion of the Jakes Wash HA.  
 
The Monte Cristo WHT is located on the western side of the White Pine Range.  In 1977, the 
Monte Cristo Wild & Free Roaming Horse Management Plan established an Appropriate 
Management Level (AML) on the Monte Cristo Complex of 72-120 wild horses.  The baseline AML 
was adjusted, specific for National Forest System lands, to72-96 wild horses in the 1986 Humboldt 
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.  In 2008, the BLM combined their portion 
of the Monte Cristo Complex (Monte Cristo HMA) with the Sand Springs East HMA to form the 
Pancake HMA. 
 
A gather was completed across the Monte Cristo Complex in 2006 and 867 horses were removed. 
When the last census was completed in the spring of 2011, 246 wild horses were observed within 
the Monte Cristo WHT.  Because of the dry winter, and based on visual observations during 
the 2012 field season, it is estimated there are between 300 and 350 wild horses in the Monte 
Cristo WHT and adjoining NFS lands. 
 
The BLM conducted a gather of wild horses on the Pancake Complex in February 2012.  Of 
the 1115 wild horses gathered, 892 came from the Pancake HMA, 57 from the Jakes Wash 
HA and 166 from the Sand Springs West HMA.  Two hundred eighty seven horses were 
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released back into the complex.  The BLM also conducted an emergency gather in September, 
2012, on the southern portion of the Pancake HMA, removing 124 wild horses.  No wild 
horses were gathered from the Monte Cristo WHT or other Forest administered lands due to 
outdated NEPA analysis. 

 
The Quinn WHT is located on the southwestern end of the Grant-Quinn Range. The established 
AML set a range of 12-15 wild horses. The last census was completed in 1997, no wild horses 
were observed within or outside the territory. Wild horses have not been observed on the Quinn 
WHT in several years. 

 
Wild horses are considered a part of the landscape, generally in the same manner as wildlife. 
Wild horses have the potential to affect resources in the same manner as permitted livestock. 
Many upland and riparian sites are grazed by wild horses after permitted livestock are removed. 
These sites experience no rest from grazing, thus promoting undesirable species composition, 
increase of bare ground, and reduction of recovery time for many riparian systems. Wild horse 
gathers conducted with the BLM are expected to move populations toward the established 
AMLs. It is anticipated that the population reductions will enhance the range condition by 
allowing increased ground cover and diversity of the recovering plant community. Gathers are 
generally conducted on a 5 year rotating schedule. 
 

Foreseeable Future 
A Monte Cristo Wild Horse Territory Plan Revision (EA) is being developed to allow for the 
continuation of coordinated gathers with the BLM with the expectation to move populations 
toward the established AMLs that would place the wild horses in the area in a thriving natural 
ecological balance.  This EA is expected to be completed in June 2015.  The Jakes Wash HA 
will be addressed in Forest Plan Revision. 

 
Roads, Trails, Vehicle Uses 
 
Past 
Historically, roads on the Ely Ranger District developed because of mining activities, 
recreation, hunting, livestock management, fire suppression activities, and for land 
management. In the past, roads were lightly used with minimal recreational use. In more recent 
years, recreational use has increased including the use of off-highway vehicles (OHVs). 
Although use has increased, it has generally been light compared to other Forest Service 
ranger districts. 
 
There were approximately 40 miles of recreational trails within the project area. These trails 
were originally developed for forest management and livestock allotment management. 
Recreational use of trails was generally light historically. In more recent years, the 
recreational use remains light; however, the management focus of these trails is primarily for 
recreational use. The district’s trails are primarily located the Quinn Canyon and Currant 
Mountain Wilderness Area. 
 

Present 
On February 9, 2009, Ely District Ranger Jose Noriega signed a Decision Notice and Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) approving the Ely Travel Management Project. This decision 
designated 1,039 miles of motorized roads and trails and 199 miles of non-motorized trails. It 
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also restricted off road travel. A formal travel map has been printed and is available at the Ely 
Ranger District office in Ely, Nevada. 

 
There are currently no plans to construct additional recreational trails within the cumulative 
effects area. Management activities associated with the current trail system are limited to 
minimal trail maintenance about one out of every three years. 
 
The approval and implementation of the Ely Travel Management Plan will reduce impacts on 
vegetative communities associated with unrestricted off-road travel. There will also be a 
reduction in soil erosion (bare ground, sediment/turbidity). Impacts associated with 
disturbance to wildlife species will also decline as unrestricted off road travel is eliminated 
and unauthorized roads are closed. Impacts to cultural resources will be monitored through 
2013. 

 
Foreseeable Future 
The only foreseeable road construction within the cumulative effects area would be 
temporary roads associated with mineral exploration activities. There are no additional plans 
for the construction of any roads or motorized trails at this time. 

 
Planning is currently ongoing related to implementation and enforcement of the Travel 
Management decision. These actions will include public education, signing of open roads 
and trails, rehabilitation of closed or unauthorized roads, and enforcement activities. 

 
Roads not maintained by Lincoln, Nye, or White Pine Counties would continue to be maintained 
by the USFS. 

 
Recreation 
 
Past and Present 
Recreation activities, such as camping, hiking, and hunting have not historically been a major 
factor in the condition of resources across the Project Area. There are a number of dispersed 
camping sites within the project area (Currant Creek, White River, and Cherry Creek). 
Dispersed camping also occurs in meadow complexes, cottonwood galleries, and alongside 
roads. Recreational activities can cause soil compaction (which can increase bare ground, 
increase water temperature, reduce quality of wildlife habitat, changes vegetation species 
composition, reduce number of saplings and suckers), increase erosion and run off (which can 
increase turbidity/sediment), conversion of vegetation communities, spread of noxious weeds, 
and loss of large woody debris from firewood collection. This disturbance is most obvious in the 
major drainages where dispersed campsites are located adjacent to rivers and streams within the 
riparian area. Maintenance of existing campsites and concentrated use areas is expected to 
continue similar to existing conditions. 
 

Foreseeable Future 
No new developed recreation facilities are planned in the project area over the next 10 years. In 
the future, dispersed recreational uses such as hiking, camping, horseback riding, ATV/OHV 
use, and other various minor uses are expected to increase slightly over current levels. Hunting 
use is expected to remain at stable levels into the future. 
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Forest Products 
 
Past and Present 
The Ely Ranger District has historically allowed and continues to allow the harvesting of 
fuelwood in the project area. Fuelwood permits allow only cutting of dead and down pinyon, 
juniper, aspen and white fir. 

 
Dead mountain mahogany may only be cut from August 1 to December 31. Firewood 
gathering is also used for campfires within this project area. This use is considered minimal 
with only limited impacts. Post and pole and Christmas tree permits are also issued for this 
area. 

 
The Ely Westside Rangeland project area has 3 designated areas for commercial harvesting of 
pine nuts that fall within the Cherry Creek, Pine Creek-Quinn Canyon, Big Creek, Treasure Hill, 
White River, Currant Creek, Ellison Basin and Tom Plain allotments. Commercial harvesting of 
pine nuts produces approximately 10 tons of products. On average, 2 of the designated areas are 
sold each year. There is also authorized personal use of pine nut gathering throughout the 
district outside of wilderness areas. 

 
Foreseeable Future 
Fuelwood harvesting levels are expected to increase due to opening up areas to green fuelwood 
gathering. Rather than limit cutting to dead and down trees, green fuelwood permits would also 
allow the cutting of live pinyon and juniper. The Christmas tree and post-pole permits are 
expected to remain relatively stable into the future. 

 
Commercial and personal pine nut harvesting levels are expected to remain relatively 
stable into the future. 

 
Bureau of Land Management 
 
Past and Present 

The BLM’s Ely District prepared a new Ely District Resource Management Plan in 2008, 
which replaced the previous plan from 1987. Similar to the USFS, BLM active management of 
lands includes maintenance of campgrounds and monitoring of grazing and mining leases. No 
new grazing or mining leases are planned; however, new mineral exploration activities and 
possible mineral withdrawals could occur over the next 10 years, dependent on mineral values. 
It is expected that the new Ely Resource Management Plan will contain similar standards and 
guidelines that incorporate BMP standards and guidelines. Thus, activities expected to occur on 
BLM lands are similar to those expected to occur on USFS lands 
 
The Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) power transmission line is presently being built along 
the eastern side of the White Pine Range.  SWIP is a 500 kV alternating current overland 
transmission line.  SWIP is over 500 miles long and connects the Midpoint Substation in Jerome 
County, Idaho with the Thirtymile Substation in White Pine County, Nevada and then extend to 
the Las Vegas area.  The transmission line will pass near two leks on BLM within the 
cumulative effects analysis area.  The BLM has required timing limitations to help mitigate 
disturbance to birds during the breeding season and a design feature to help reduce the use 
power lines as perches. 
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Restoration treatments: 
• Batterman Wash Sagebrush Project: 

o 708 acres of sagebrush crushing and seeding between Sand Creek and Pine Creek 
(south of Cherry Creek), along the bench. Wyoming big sagebrush habitat was 
treated. 

o Completed in the spring of 2006. 
• Worthington Mountain Sagebrush Mowing: 

o Located on the east side of the Worthington Mountains approximately 14 miles 
southeast of the Batterman Wash Sagebrush Project. 

o 1,000 acres of Wyoming big sagebrush were mowed. The area was not seeded. 
o Completed in the spring of 2008. 

• Adaven Wildfire 
o Drill seeded 275 acres of the Adaven Wildfire, just north of the entrance to Cherry 

Creek Canyon. 
o Completed in winter of 2006. 

• Sherwood Wildfire 
o Drill seeded 1,758 acres and aerial seeded 200 acres of the Sherwood Wildfire, 

between Scofield and Rimrock Canyon. 
o Completed in winter of 2006-2007. 

• Batterman Wash Sagebrush Mowing 
o Mow 1,000 acres of Wyoming big sagebrush beginning July 2010, approximately 

four miles east of the mouth of Cherry Creek Canyon.  
o The goal of the project is to reduce decadent sagebrush cover, and improve overall 

vegetative composition including the growth of forbs, perennial grasses and 
health of shrubs. 

o Completed in 2010. 
 

• Jakes Wash Sagebrush Mowing 
 

o Plan to mow and seed approximately 2,000 acres of sagebrush in Jakes Valley, 
east of Midway Well and Willow Grove. Reduce decadent shrub cover on 
sagebrush ecological sites to allow for appropriate and vigorous shrub and 
herbaceous (grass & forb) plant communities.  Improve available habitat for sage 
grouse and other wildlife species. 

o Reduce fuel loading and continuity.  Restore the historic disturbance regime 
within the project area. 
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Blackrock Allotment  

General Allotment Description and Management 
The Blackrock allotment resides in the White Pine Range and comprises 68,696 National Forest 
System acres within the project area. Grazing is not allowed within the White Pine Peak Research 
Natural Area, located within the southern end of the allotment. In addition, this allotment contains 
portions of the Red Mountain Wilderness and White Pine Wilderness and is located almost 
entirely within the active Monte Cristo Wild Horse Territory.  
 
Blackrock is a cattle and horse allotment, permitting cattle to graze.  This allotment is divided 
into three pastures; Freeland Springs, Corduroy Basin, and Duckwater. Under the 1972 Blackrock 
Allotment Management Plan (AMP) a deferred rotation system was approved.  This rotation 
allowed cattle to enter into the lower range of the Duckwater pasture and stay for approximately 
two weeks before moving into one of the high range pastures and remaining until seed-ripe.  
After seed-ripe, cattle moved into the second high range pasture. Most of the high range on the 
allotment is concentrated in upper Freeland Canyon and in the Corduroy Basin, which were 
fenced into separate units.  Grazing practice prior to the 1972 AMP was to graze season-long, 
which resulted in degradation of the rangeland.  In 1999, an Environmental Analysis (EA) was 
completed and an alternate year grazing rest-rotation system was established. By providing 
complete rest from livestock use on alternate years and reduce the herd size during grazed years 
riparian and upland conditions would improve.  The decision allowed 100 cow/calf pairs to be 
grazed from June 24 to August 22 on even years and provide a complete rest on odd years.  Due 
to an oversight the number of livestock and grazing system established in the 1999 EA were not 
incorporated into the Halstead-Forsgren term grazing permit. 
 
Due to resource damage associated with wild horse use, this allotment has seen little permitted 
livestock use in the last decade. Throughout the history of this allotment several Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) agreements have been established between the Forest Service and 
permittees authorizing voluntary nonuse to protect rangeland and watershed resources and 
promote desired conditions. Presently permitted cattle are only allowed to graze within the 
Freeland Springs and Corduroy Basin pastures since most of the Duckwater pasture is not usable 
for grazing because of lack of water, rugged terrain, or dense pinyon and juniper stands.  Many 
wild horse gathers have occurred over the years; however, wild horses continue to be one of the 
primary users of this allotment.   

Permitted Use  

In 1986, term grazing permits were issued to Mae K. Bradshaw for 122 head of cattle from June 
21 to September 30 and Halstead-Forsgren Ranches, Inc. for the same numbers, livestock type, 
and season-of-use.  In 1991, Barry K. and Norma J. Bradshaw received the base property and 
grazing rights from the Mae K. Bradshaw estate.  They were authorized a term grazing permit for 
122 cattle from June 21 to September 30. Nonuse for resource benefit has been implemented for 
several years in anticipation of restoring rangeland health.  Bradshaw grazed 65 head of cattle 
from 1989 through 1995 when the permit was cancelled due to violation of Clause 3, Part 2 of the 
term grazing permit. 
 
Halstead-Forsgren grazed 65 head of cattle from 1989 to 1991 and was granted nonuse for 
resource protection until 2006 to reduce pressure created by increased wild horse populations.  
Halstead-Forsgren renewed the permit in 2006 for 122 cattle from June 21 to September 30. They 
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continued to receive nonuse for resource protection until 2010; however, incidental use in 
Corduroy Basin and Freeland Spring pastures were permitted annually to neighboring permittees.  
Grazing permit history is summarized on table I-1 and I-2. 

Table I-1:  Grazing Permit History for Blackrock C&H from 1986 to Present 

PERMIT PERMIT 
DATE NUMBER KIND/ CLASS SEASON HEAD 

MONTHS 
Permit #1 Halstead Forsgren 
Ranches, Inc. 2006-2015 122 Cow/Calf 6/21 – 9/30 409 

Permit #1 Halstead Forsgren 
Ranches, Inc. 1996-2004 122 Cow/Calf 6/21 – 9/30 409 

Permit #2 Barry K. and Norma J. 
Bradshaw 1991-2000 122 Cow/Calf 6/21 – 9/30 409 

Permit #1 Halstead Forsgren 
Ranches, Inc. 1986-1996 122 Cow/Calf 6/21 – 9/30 409 

Permit #2 Mae K. Bradshaw 1986-1996 122 Cow/Calf 6/21 – 9/30 409 

Pre-1986 
F.C. Vanover received a permit in 1910 for 50 head of cattle and 25 head of horses from May 1 to 
October 31 based on prior use.  The numbers of stock fluctuated and change to sheep resulted in 
Vanover having a permit for 850 sheep in 1939.  In 1939, Vanover sold to H. A. Bordoli and 
waived preference of 850 head of sheep. A permit was granted to Bordoli in 1940 for 835 sheep 
from June 16 to September 15.  In 1945, H. A. Bordoli sold to Guy Tidball and renewal was 
made for 102 cattle. Karl Bradshaw purchased the Guy Tidball estate and received a term grazing 
permit in 1953 for 102 head of cattle from June 11 to October 10. In 1958 the permit was 
renewed to Mr. Bradshaw for 102 cattle from June 1 to September 30.  Between 1966 and 1980, 
the permit was renewed to Karl M. and Mae K. Bradshaw.  Following the passing of Mr. 
Bradshaw in 1980, the permit name was modified to Mae K. Bradshaw. Also in 1980, the 
permitted season and number of livestock were modified to 122 head of cattle from June 21 to 
September 30. 
 
Frank Calloway received a term permit in 1926 by grant for 100 head of cattle form June 1 to 
October 31.  The number of livestock was increased by 10 head in 1927 by grant.  Between 1930 
and 1943, the permittee held several temporary permits ranging from 10 to 100 head, in addition 
to the term permit for 110 head of cattle.  In 1943, this permit was increased 19 head because of 
the closing out of the Adams-McGill Company preference. In 1947, Calloway sold to 
Bartholomae Corporation and the renewal was made for 102 cattle from June 1 to October 31. In 
1956, Bartholomae Corporation renewed the permit for 102 head from June 11 to October 10. In 
1957, Bartholomae Corporation was dissolved and the permit name was changed to Wm. A. 
Bartholomae. The permit was renewed to Wm. A. Bartholomae in 1958 for 102 head from June 1 
to September 30.  In 1966, Eureka Ranch Co., a partnership acquired the Blackrock C&H permit 
from the William A. Bartholomae Estate for 102 head from June 1 to September 30.  Later that 
year they sold the base property and waived grazing preference to Ed and Beatrice Halstead.  In 
1967, Ed and Beatrice renewed the permit for 102 head of cattle from June 1 to September 30.  In 
1972, Ed and Beatrice Halstead transferred the term grazing permit in preference to Halstead-
Forsgren Ranches, Inc. They renewed the permit in1976 for 102 head of cattle from June 1 to 
September 30.  Based on use the permit was modified in 1984 to 122 head from June 21 to 
September 30. 
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Table I-2:  Grazing Permit History for Blackrock C&H Pre-1986  

YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS ACTION 

1984 122 Cow/Calf 6/21 – 9/30 409 Permit #1 Modified based on use 
1980 122 Cow/Calf 6/21 – 9/30 409 Permit #2Modified based on use 

1980 102 Cow/Calf 6/21 – 9/30 342 Permit #2 Name change to Mae K. 
Bradshaw 

1976 102 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 409 Permit #1 Transferred to Halstead-
Forsgren Ranches, Inc.  

1967 102 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 409 Ed and Beatrice Halstead Renewed 
Permit #1 

1966 - 
1980 102 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 409 Permit #2 Name change to Karl M. and 

Mae K. Bradshaw 

1966 102 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 409 Eureka Ranch Co. Sold to Ed and Beatrice 
Halstead- Permit #1 issued 

1966 102 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 409 Eureka Ranch Co. purchased Wm. A. 
Bartholomae Estates – Permit #1 Issued  

1958 102 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 409 Wm. A. Bartholomae Renewed Permit #1 
1958 102 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 409 K. Bradshaw Renewed Permit #2 

1957 102 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 409 Permit #1 Name change to Wm. A. 
Bartholomae  

1956 102 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 409 Bartholomae Corp Renewed Permit #1 

1953 102 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 409 K. Bradshaw purchased G. Tidball Estate 
– Permit #2 Issued 

1947 102 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 513 F. Calloway Sold to Bartholomae Corp- 
Permit #1 Issued 

1945 102 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 9/15 309 H.A. Bordoli Sold to G. Tidball- Permit #2 
Issued/ Livestock Kind/Class changed 

1943 129 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 649 Permit #1 Received preference from 
Adams-McGill Company 

1940 835 Ewe/Lamb 6/16 – 9/15 2526 Permit #2 issued to H.A. Bordoli 

1938 850 Ewe/Lamb 6/16 – 9/15 2571 F.C. Vanover Sold and waived preference 
for permit #2 to H.A. Bordoli 

1930- 
1943 

Varied  
10 – 100 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 40 – 401 Additional temporary permits held by 

Permit #1 permittee  
1927 110 Cow/Calf F 6/1 – 10/31 553 Permit #1 Number increase due to grant 
1926 100 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 503 Permit #1 issued to F. Calloway  

1910 50 Cow/Calf 5/1 – 10/31 605 Permit #2 issued to F.C. Vanover based 
on prior use 50 Horses 5/1 – 10/31 

Permit Compliance 
Between 1988 and 1994, both permittees voluntarily reduced permitted numbers to 65 head from 
June 21 to September 30, with a rest occurring alternate years.  Reductions were granted to satisfy 
requirements established through numerous Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) to move 
resources toward desired conditions following wild horse gathers and while addressing high wild 
horse populations and severe drought. Appropriate actions were taken in instances where 
management direction was not followed or utilization standards were exceeded. No formal letters 
or notices or noncompliance were issued between 1986 and 2012.  Actual Use and Utilization 
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data collected between 1986 and 2012 have been included in project record.  Even with the 
elevated wild horse population, the permittee was able to graze within utilization standards in 
2011 and 2012 with the current permitted number of livestock.   
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Cherry Creek Allotment  

General Allotment Description and Management 
This allotment resides in the Grant-Quinn Range and consists of 38,325 National Forest System 
acres within the project area. A relatively large portion of the Grant Wilderness is located within 
the northeastern portion of the allotment; consequently, the terrain of this allotment is very steep 
and rugged.  Portions of the Cherry Creek and Little Cherry Creek drainages are located in the 
allotment.  The allotment boundary between the Hooper Canyon and Cherry Creek allotment is 
mainly unfenced and feral cattle move across both units freely. The Cherry Creek stream runs 
through the allotment and provides water to ranches and other residents near the Forest Service 
boundary.  Large meadow complexes are located along the stream; however, seeps and springs 
are limited and in some instances pinyon-juniper is affecting water flow. To help increase 
capacity several reseeding projects were implemented in the 1940’s.  Many of these sites have 
reverted back to sagebrush and pinyon-juniper community types.  
 
Cherry Creek is a sheep and goat allotment, permitting sheep to graze for any two week period 
between October 1 and February 10; not to exceed a total of 840 head months.  In conjunction 
with a Bureau of Land Management (BLM) grazing permit, the sheep only graze those portions 
of the allotment adjacent to unfenced BLM lands. Use is dependent on annual weather, snow, and 
water conditions.  The higher elevation lands and other unsuitable areas are not utilized. Grazing 
during the winter dormant season when soils are frozen and for a short duration lessen impacts to 
resources.  Historically this allotment was considered a common-use allotment, permitting both 
sheep and cattle to graze; however, the permitted cattle component has been vacant for over a 
decade.   

Permitted Use  
In 2001, the permit was renewed to John Uhalde and Company.  The current permit was renewed 
in 2012 to John Uhalde and Company for 1800 dry ewes for a two week period between October 
1 and February 10; not to exceed a total of 840 head months.  Grazing permit history is 
summarized in tables I-3 and I-4. 

Table I-3:  Grazing Permit History for Cherry Creek C&H from 1986 to 2012 

PERMIT PERMIT 
DATE NUMBER KIND/ CLASS SEASON HEAD 

MONTHS 

John Uhalde and Company 2012 - 2021 1800 Dry Ewes *12/1 – 2/10 
NTE 14 days NTE 828 HM 

John Uhalde and Company 2001 - 2011 1800 Dry Ewes *12/1 – 2/10 
NTE 14 days NTE 828 HM 

John Uhalde, Co. & Gracian M. & 
Gracian N. Uhalde 1980 - 1990 1800 Dry Ewes *12/1 – 2/10 

NTE 14 days NTE 828 HM 

Pre-1986 
From 1925 to 1926, the use varied from 639 to 659 head of cattle.  From 1929 to 1931, large 
amounts of nonuse were taken and use was from 41 to 90 head of cattle.  In 1932, Grant Welch 
bought two permits and transferred 600 cattle to 1800 sheep on a ratio of 3:1 and for the period of 
1932 to 1935 the cattle use was reduced from 124 to 39 head and the sheep use ran from 1600 to 
1200 head.  A protection and distribution reduction was taken from Grant Welch of 295 head of 
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sheep in 1935.  In 1936 Grant Welch decided that the range was not suited to sheep use and 
transferred back to cattle on a 5:1 basis and the use in 1936 and 1937 was 303 head of cattle for 
the same old season of June 1 to October 31.  In 1938 Grant Welch sold to Uhalde and the 326 
head of permit was renewed to him for 264 head.  This made a total obligation with the other 
permittees of 404 head on the allotment.  From 1938 to 1939, cattle use was betwen75 and 95 
head. 
 
The permit continued to be renewed by this family; however, records on this allotment are 
somewhat confused as it has always been considered a part of the Quinn Canyon C&H allotment, 
until 1944, which included all the Quinn Canyon Division from the ridge south of Rimrock 
Canyon south of the east side of the divide and everything south of the Hooper Canyon on the 
west side of the divide.  It was made a separate allotment in 1944 in the interests of better 
management as its management problems are separate and distinct from the cattle allotments 
bordering it. In 1980 a permit was issued to John Uhalde, Co. c/o Gracian M. & Gracian N. 
Uhalde. 

Table I-4:  Grazing Permit History for Cherry Creek S&G Pre-1986 
YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD MONTHS ACTION 

1981 1800 Dry Ewes 12/1 – 2/10 
NTE 14 days 888 Permit issued (trailing) to 

John Uhalde, Co. 

1944 Unknown Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 
6/1 – 10/31 Unknown Allotment boundaries 

realigned 

1938-1939 Varied use 
75-95 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 377-478 Permit Ranchers in and 

around the town of Hamilton 

1938 404 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 2032 
Permit transferred to Uhalde 
for 264 head, total permitted 
numbers 404 

1938 427 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 2148 Permittee Grant runs 303 
cattle, a reduction of 23 cattle 

1936-1937 450 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 2264 
Permitted sheep converted 
back to Cattle 5-1 ratio (326 
c/c), other permits 78 c/c 

1935 1305 Cow/Calf  
Sheep 6/1 – 10/31 6564 Permitted sheep use reduced 

to 1305 due to noncompliance 

1932-1935 39/1200 to 
1600 

Cow/Calf  
Sheep 6/1 – 10/31 196/6036-8048 Permitted use adjusted 

1932 124/1800 Cow/Calf  
Sheep 6/1 – 10/31 624/9054 

Permittee Grant obtains two 
permits and transferred 600 
cattle to 1800 sheep 

1929-1931 
Varied 

Nonuse 
41-90 

Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 206-453 Unknown permittees 

1925-1926 Varied  
639-659 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 3214-3315 Unknown permittees 

Permit Compliance 
Heavy year-long use by feral cattle in the Little Cherry Creek drainage has caused degradation to 
the meadow complex. Appropriate actions were taken in instances where management direction 
was not followed or utilization standards were exceeded.  A Notice of Noncompliance was send 
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to John Uhalde and Company in 1997 for cattle being above the Cherry Creek Road. Actual Use 
and Utilization data collected between 1986 and 2012 have been included in project record. 



I-8 

 
Appendix I  
 

 
 
 

Currant Creek Allotment  

General Allotment Description and Management 
This allotment resides in the White Pine Range and consists of 52,697 National Forest System 
acres within the project area.  Portions of the Currant Mountain Wilderness and Red Rock 
Wilderness are located within the allotment; consequently, the terrain of this allotment is very 
steep and rugged.  The headwaters of White River and Current Creek are located in the upper 
portion of the allotment.  The Currant Creek stream runs through Beef Pass, Upper Current, and 
the upper portion of Currant Canyon pastures. Several seeps and springs can be found across the 
allotment; however, pinyon-juniper is abundant and in some instances affecting water flow. 
Several areas within the lower regions of this allotment were seeded with crested wheat and sweet 
clover during the 1940’s.  In lower Current Creek a 437 acre reseeding was put in; however, it 
was dubbed a failure primarily due to seed being broadcast, weather conditions during the 
seedling stage, and poor rocky soil.  Justo over the divide in Currant Canyon another reseeding of 
1,324 acres was put in in 1953. Seed was for the most part drilled in and better weather conditions 
prevailed resulting in a successful reseeding. Many of these sites have started to revert back to 
sagebrush and pinyon-juniper community types.  
 
Currant Creek is a cattle and horse allotment, permitting cattle to graze.  This allotment is 
currently managed under a deferred rotation system and is divided into four pastures; Beef Pass, 
Upper Currant, Currant Canyon, and Triangle Seeding. The Currant Canyon pasture is further 
divided into two sub-sections by Highway 93.  

Permitted Use  
Between 1986 and 1988, temporary grazing permits were issued to Gailin & John Manzonie for 
295 head of cattle from June 16 to September 30. In 1989, the permit was renewed to Manzonie 
Family Living Trust for 295 head of cattle from June 15 to September 30. In 2003 Richard 
Dielman RWD purchased the base property and preference was waived to them. The current 
grazing permit was issued in 2006 to Richard Dielman for 295 head of cattle from June 15 to 
September 30. Grazing permit history is summarized on table I-5 and I-6. 

Table I-5:  Grazing Permit History for Currant Creek C&H from 1986 to 2012 
PERMIT PERMIT DATE NUMBER KIND/ CLASS SEASON HEAD 

MONTHS 
Richard Dielman- RWD 2006 - 2014 295 Cow/Calf 6/15 – 9/30 1047 
Manzonie Irrevocable Trust 1999 - 2008 295 Cow/Calf 6/15 – 9/30 1047 
Manzonie Irrevocable Trust 1989 – 1999 295 Cow/Calf 6/15 – 9/30 1047 

Gailin & John Manzonie 1988 
Temporary 295 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 9/30 1038 

Gailin & John Manzonie 1987 
Temporary 295 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 9/30 1038 

Gailin & John Manzonie 1986 
Temporary 295 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 9/30 1038 
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Pre-1986 
The Cazier Brothers were the first to acquire grazing permits on the Currant Creek allotment in 
1910 shortly after the establishment of the area as National Forest.  Based on prior use, they were 
issued a 300 head temporary cattle permit from May 1 to October 31.  By 1914, this had been 
reduced to a 25 head.  Between 1914 and 1919, their permit was increased by grant to 90 head 
term permit and 60 head temporary permit.  In 1924, the permit increased to a 150 head term 
permit and a 15 head temporary permit.  The following year, the temporary permit was increased 
to 38 head. The season was changed to May 10 to October 10 in 1924 and again changed to June 
1 to October 31 in 1925. From 1926 thru 1934, the term permit remained at 150 head; however, 
complete non-use was taken in 1930-1931 and partial non-use 1932-1934.  In 1935, a 15 head 
reduction was made.  The permit remained at 135 head until 1939, but varying amounts of non-
use were taken each year.  In 1939, the Cazier Brothers sold to Adellie Manzonie, son of John 
Manzonie, and the grazing preference was also transferred.  A transfer reduction reduced 
numbers to a 110 number head term permit.  In 1942, the remainder of the Adams-McGill 
preference was distributed and the Manzonie permit was raised to 129 head.  Adellie and John 
Manzonies’ permits each remained at 129 head since 1943, but the season has since been 
reduced. This season continued until 1953 when it was reduced to a 4 month season, June 11 to 
October 10. 
 
Beginning in 1925, John Manzonie was issued a temporary permit on this allotment to graze 50 
cattle.  In 1927, he was also issued a temporary permit for 800 head of sheep with the stipulation 
that he grazed the sheep south of Highway 6.  This permit was issued only for the 1927 season as 
he was unable to developed sufficient water to use this range.  John Manzonie passed in 1950 and 
his permit and property went to his wife, Mary. In 1958, the season was changed to June 1 to 
September 30.   In 1963, she waivered the grazing preference and sold the commensurate 
property to her three sons, Adellie, John and Gailin.  In 1966, Adellie Manzonie waivered his 
own 129 head permit to the partnership of Adellie, John and Gailin Manzonie, giving the 
partnership a term permit for 258 head for a June 1 to September 30 season. In 1985, the term 
grazing permit held by Adellie, John and Gailin Manzonie expired.  

Table I-6:  Grazing Permit History for Currant Creek C&H Pre-1986 
YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 

MONTHS ACTION 

1985 258 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 1035 Permit  Adellie, John and Gailin 
Mazonie expires 

1966 258 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1035 Permit #1 and Permit #2 transferred to 
Adellie, John and Gailin Mazonie 

1958 258 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1035 Season adjusted 

1950  
258 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 9/15 823 John Manzonie permit transfer to Mary 

Manzonie 

1942 223 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 894 Permit #1 adjusted to 129, season 
reduced 

1939 238 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 1197 Permit #1 reissued to Adellie Manzonie 

1935 223 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 1122 Permit #1 reduced 15 due to permit 
compliance, 

1928 238 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 1197 Temp 800 sheep canceled due lack of 
water 

1927 238 c/c, 
800 el 

Cow/Calf 
Sheep 6/1 – 10/31 1197/4024 Temp permit issued to Manzonie for 

800 sheep 
1925 238 Sheep 6/1 – 10/31 1197 Permit adjusted to 188 (Term 150, 
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YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS ACTION 

Temp 38), season change, Temp permit  
#2 issued to John Manzonie (50 c/c) 

1924 165 Cow/Calf 5/10 – 10/10 835 Permit adjusted to 165 (Term 150, 
Temp 15), season change 

1914 150 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 755 Permit adjusted to 150 (Term 90, Temp 
60) 

1910 300 Cow/Calf 5/1 – 10/31 1815 Permit #1 issued to Cazier Brothers 
based on prior use 

Permit Compliance 
Appropriate actions were taken in instances where management direction was not followed or 
utilization standards were exceeded. Between 1996 and 1997, Manzonie received several letters 
of warning for unauthorized use and exceeding allowable use.  In 1999, a 25 percent suspension 
of season and/or numbers of livestock for exceeding allowable use was issued.  In 2001, an 
additional 25 percent suspension for three years of permit was issued for exceeding allowable 
use.  Actual Use and Utilization data collected between 1986 and 2012 have been included in 
project record.  Monitoring completed in 2010, 2011, and 2012 reflect that the permittee was able 
to graze within utilization standards with the current permitted number of livestock. 
 



 Appendix I 
 

I-11 
 

Ellison Basin Allotment  

General Allotment Description and Management 
This allotment resides in the White Pine Range and consists of 61,415 National Forest System 
acres within the project area.  A small portion of the White Pine Wilderness and nearly half of the 
Red Rock Wilderness is located within the allotment.  The headwaters of Ellison Creek are 
located in the upper portion of the allotment and the White River stream runs between the north 
and south units out to private land near the Forest Service boundary.  Topography of this 
allotment is of three main types; open basin, steep mountains, and alluvial fans. Large meadow 
complexes and several seeps and springs can be found across the allotment; however, pinyon-
juniper is abundant and in some instances affecting water flow.  To help increase capacity several 
spray projects were proposed and implemented across the allotment in the 1950’s and 1970’s.  
Many of these sites have started to revert back to sagebrush and pinyon-juniper community types. 
 
The Ellison Basin is a cattle and horse allotment, permitting cattle to graze.  This allotment is 
managed under a deferred rotation system and is divided into two units; North and South units.  
The North unit is further divided into two pastures: Horse track and White River.  The South unit 
is further divided into five pastures; Red Rock, Ellison Pasture, Ellison Basin, Upper 
Cottonwood, and Lower Cottonwood Seeding. Prior to 1960, the allotment was managed under a 
system of season-long use. Cattle tended to enter the higher range too early, which resulted in 
range and watershed deterioration.  Units were established by fencing about 1960 and a form of 
rotation management was developed.  In 1975, a deferred-rotation or rest-rotation grazing system 
was chosen as the most logical means to meet management objectives.  As a result of increased 
wild horse populations, use outside the Monte Cristo Wild Horse Territory (WHT) has increased.  
Wild horses continue to be a year-round user of this allotment, particularly in the Ellison Basin 
pasture.   

Permitted Use  
The current grazing permit has been renewed by Thomas Rosevear since 1980.  This permit 
authorizes 359 head of cattle from June 11 to October 10. Grazing permit history is summarized 
on table I-7 and I-8. 

Table I-7:  Grazing Permit History for Ellison Basin C&H from 1986 to 2012 
PERMIT PERMIT DATE NUMBER KIND/ CLASS SEASON HEAD MONTHS 

Tom Rosevear 2010 - 2019 359 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 1440 
Tom Rosevear 2000 – 2009 359 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 1440 
Tom Rosevear 1990 - 1999 359 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 1440 
Tom Rosevear 1981 – 1989 359 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 1440 

Pre-1986 
From the creation of the National Forest in 1909 until 1930, this allotment was used by large 
numbers of sheep, cattle, and mustang horses.  In 1910, Walter Rosevear was granted a permit for 
40 head of cattle from May 1 to October 31.  In 1926 the permit was modified to 125 head of 
cattle from June 1 to October 31.  In 1937, a waiver of grazing privileges was issue with 
preference to Water Rosevear; increasing his permit to 29 head.  In 1946 Walter Rosevear 
renewed the permit for 129 head of cattle from June 1 to October 31. 
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In 1930, Annie M. Horton waived preference to Jesse Gardner based on the purchase of Horton 
Ranch. In 1932 Jesse Gardner received nonuse for 100 head of sheep. During the 1930’s, the 
horse herds were reduced and sheep were removed from the allotment.  From 1931 to 1941 the 
entire White Pine Division was managed as a single cattle allotment.  In 1956 the White Pine 
Division was divided into four units.   In 1963, Jesse Gardner waived grazing preference of 230 
cattle to Willie Smith. Willie received a permit to graze 230 head of cattle from June 1 to 
September 30. In 1964 Willie Smith waived preference to Jerry F. Gardner based on the purchase 
of the base property.  In 1964 Willies Smith’s portion of the permit was closed and reissued to 
Thomas E. Rosevear.  In 1975, Rosevear held a permit for 359 cattle from June 1 to September 
30.   

Table I-8:  Grazing Permit History for Ellison Basin C&H Pre-1986 

YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS ACTION 

1975 359 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1452 Rosevear holds permit for 359 
head 

1964 359 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1452 Smith waived grazing preference 
of 230 cattle to Rosevear 

1963 359 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1452 
Gardner waived grazing 
preference of 230 cattle to Willie 
Smith 

1956 359 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1452 White Pine Division divided into 4 
allotments 

1937 129 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 522 
Permit #2 waiver increases 
Permit # 1 to 129, season of use 
adjusted 

1932 125 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 505 Gardner takes nonuse, during 
1930s permitted sheep removed 

1930 125/100 Cow/Calf Sheep 6/1 – 10/31 505/404 Permit #2 waived and issued to 
Jesse Gardner 

1926 125 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 505 Permit #1 adjusted to 125 cattle 
1910 40 Cow/Calf 5/1 – 10/31 203 Permit #1 issued to Rosevear 

1909-30 Unknown Cow/Calf Sheep 
Wild Horses Year-Round Unknown 

Allotment was used by large 
numbers of sheep, cattle, and 
mustang horses, part of the White 
Pine Division 

Permit Compliance 
Wild horses outside the designated Monte Cristo WHT utilize the Ellison Basin pasture of this 
allotment year-round.  Appropriate actions were taken in instances where management direction 
was not followed or utilization standards were exceeded. Between 1999, Rosevear received a 
letter of warning for exceeding allowable use. A Notice of Noncompliance recommending 25 
percent reduction was send 2000.  In 2001, a 25 percent suspension of term permit was issued.   
In 2003, he received A Notice of Noncompliance for unauthorized use and exceeding allowable 
use levels.  Actual Use and Utilization data collected between 1986 and 2012 have been included 
in project record.  Monitoring completed in 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012 reflect that the permittee 
was able to graze within utilization standards with the current permitted number of livestock. 
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Illipah Allotment  

General Allotment Description and Management 
This allotment resides in the White Pine Range and consists of 42,960 National Forest System 
acres within the project area.  The Schellback Wilderness covers nearly the entire eastern half of 
the allotment.  Illipah Creek and Cottonwood Creek drainages are located in the allotment.  The 
Illipah creek combines with the Cottonwood creek and feeds in to the Illipah Reservoir 
immediately below the Forest Boundary.  Several seeps and springs can be found across the 
allotment; however, pinyon-juniper is abundant and in some instances affecting water flow.  This 
allotment is relatively less rugged and receives more moisture; thus the water supply is better. To 
help increase capacity a reseeding projects was proposed and implemented in the Illipah pasture 
in the 1970’s.  This site was showed marginal success and has started to revert back to sagebrush 
and pinyon-juniper community types.  
 
Illipah is a cattle and horse allotment, permitting cattle to graze. This allotment is managed under 
a deferred rotation system and is divided into four pastures; Cottonwood, Illipah, Poison Spring, 
and Taylor Flat. Grazing practice prior to the 1970 was to graze season-long, which resulted in 
poor livestock distribution and range degradation.  In 1972, a deferred rotation or modified rest 
rotation grazing system was identified as best way to meet the management objectives for this 
allotment.  In 1983, an amendment to the AMP was approved to modify the deferred rotation 
system to better fit the topography. This allotment has historically been run in conjunction with a 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) grazing permit; National Forest land accounted for 
approximately twelve percent of the total feed.  As a result of increased wild horse populations, 
use outside the Monte Cristo Wild Horse Territory (WHT) has increased.  Over the years the 
permitted has repeatedly expressed concerns over elk use and more recently wild horse use across 
this allotment.   

Permitted Use  
The current grazing permit has been renewed by Robert E. Dickenson since 1994. This permit 
authorizes 169 head of cattle from June 16 to October 15. Throughout the history of this permit, 
several private land grazing permits were also issued.  Grazing permit history is summarized on 
table I-9 and I-10. 

Table I-9:  Grazing Permit History for Ilia C&H from 1986 to 2012 

PERMIT PERMIT DATE NUMBER KIND/ CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS 

Robert E. Dickenson 2004 - 2013 169 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 10/15 NTE 678 HM 
Robert E. Dickenson 1994 - 2004 169 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 10/15 NTE 678 HM 
Paul Dickenson 1993 - 2001 169 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 10/15 678 
Robert E. Dickenson 1986 - 1995 169 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 678 

Pre-1986 
C.R. Moorman acquired the first grazing permit on the allotment in 1910.  This permit was for 
400 cattle and 200 horses for the period May 1 to October 31.  During the years of 1913 to 1923, 
use remained at an average of about 250 cattle under a term permit with a temporary permit 
varying in numbers. 
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In 1924 his permit was raised to 325 cattle and in 1925, Moorman purchased a 10 head permit 
from the C.A. Matson Estate and a 20 head permit from William Matson Estate.  In 1931, his 
permit was 376 head from June 1 to October 10, when he purchased a 167 head permit from the 
Adams-McGill Company.  This 167 head permit was transferred to the White Pine Mountain 
Livestock Association in 1933.  A ten percent reduction for protection and distribution was made 
in 1935, bringing the permit to 338.  The permitted number remained constant until 1946 when 38 
cattle from the Moorman permit was transferred to Milo Smith.  In 1952, C.R. Moorman sold his 
ranch to Milo Smith and the remainder of the Moorman permit was transferred to Milo Smith. 
Milo Smith sold the Moorman Ranch in 1954 to Bertrand Arable.  A permit was issued to Mr. 
Arable for 1000 sheep from July 1 to September 30.  Mr. Arablel took total nonuse for the 
following three years, but Bert Robinson was issued a temporary permit for one band of sheep in 
each of the three years. Mr. Arabel sold the Moorman Ranch to Bob Dickenson in 1958.  The 
permit was changed to 225 cattle from July 1 to September 30.  This was changed to 169 cattle 
from June 1 to September 30 in 1960.  In 1976 Mr. Dickenson renewed the permit for 169 head 
of cattle from June 1 to September 30. The season was modified in 1980 to June 15 to October 15 
in 1980.  Robert E. Dickenson held this permit until 1993 when he sold to his son Paul 
Dickenson. Paul renewed the permit; however, the permit was waived in preference of Robert E. 
Dickenson in 1994.   

Table I-10:  Grazing Permit History for Illipah C&H Pre-1986 

YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS ACTION 

1980 169 Cow/Calf 6/15 – 10/31 772 Season of use changed 
1976 169 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/15 772 Permit #1 renewed 

1960 169 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 600 Permitted numbers lowered to 169 head 
of cattle 

1958 225 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 1132 Permit  #1 transferred to Bob Dickenson, 
sheep changed to cattle 

1954 1000 Sheep 7/1 – 9/30 3025 Permit #1 transferred to Bertrand 
Arambel, permit issued for 1000 sheep 

1952 338 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/10 1467 Permit #1 transferred to Smith 

1946 338 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/10 1467 38 head of cattle from Permit #1 
transferred to Smith 

1938 338 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/10 1467 Permit #1 reduced to 338 for resource 
protection 

1931 376 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1508 Permit #1 raised to 376 after acquiring 
another permit 

1925 355 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1424 Permit #1 acquires permits #s 2 and 3 
1924 325 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1304 Permit #1 raised to 325 head of cattle 

1913-1923 

Average use 
250 term, 
varying 

numbers 
temp 

Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1003 
Use under term permit averages while a 
temporary permit allowed varying 
unknown numbers 

1910 400/200 Cow/Calf  
Horses 5/1 – 10/31 2420 

1210 Permit #1 issued to C.R. Moorman 
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Permit Compliance 
Wild horses outside the designated Monte Cristo WHT and elk utilize this allotment year-round.  
Appropriate actions were taken in instances where management direction was not followed or 
utilization standards were exceeded. In 2000, the Nevada Wildlife Federation wrote a letter 
expressing concerns over the excessive use of aspen in the Aspen Springs area.  In 2001, 
Dickenson received a letter of warning for exceeding allowable use. Actual Use and Utilization 
data collected between 1986 and 2012 have been included in project record.  Monitoring 
completed in 2010 and 2011 reflect that the permittee was able to graze within utilization 
standards with the current permitted number of livestock. 
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Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon Allotment  

General Allotment Description and Management  
This allotment resides in the Grant-Quinn Range and includes 58,895 National Forest System 
acres within the project area. A very small portion of the Quinn Wilderness is located in the most 
upper portion of this allotment.  The topography of this allotment is rough and steep with 
available forage being distributed in relatively small pockets.  The soil is rocky ad numerous rock 
outcroppings tend to restrict he cattle to small areas of use.  Water for cattle, with the exceptions 
of Cottonwood and Pine Creeks is usually in small seeps. Seeps and springs are limited and in 
some instances pinyon-juniper is affecting water flow. The Pine Creek stream runs through the 
allotment and provides water to ranches and other residents below the Forest Service boundary.  
A few reseeding projects were attempted in the 1950’s, but were marginally successful due to 
rocky soils and low precipitation. Many of these sites have started to revert back to sagebrush and 
pinyon-juniper community types.  
 
The Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon is a cattle and horse allotment, permitting cattle to graze. This 
allotment is managed under a modified continuous grazing system. Cattle enter the Forest from 
different access points; however, cattle are generally following the green vegetation until the end 
of the season. Under the 1982 AMP, a management system combining a three pasture rest 
rotation and a two pasture deferred system was to be implemented following construction of 
additional range improvements. Three pastures were to be established on the east side; the Pine 
Creek drainage, Cottonwood drainage, and Tub Basin area. The Quinn Canyon and Goat Ranch 
spring areas were to be pastures used under the deferred system.  Due to incomplete improvement 
projects, this grazing system was not implemented.  Heavy year-long use by feral cattle in the 
Pine Creek drainage has caused degradation to the Gredette meadow complex. The allotment 
boundary between the Hooper Canyon, Cherry Creek, and Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon allotments 
are mainly unfenced and feral cattle move across all units freely.   

Permitted Use  
In 1985, J. Kay Wright renewed the permit under John Kay Wright for 210 head of cattle from 
June 1 to September 30.  In 1996 the John Kay Wright Estate renewed the permit under the name 
J. Kay Wright Trust. In 2006 the permit was waived in preference to Kay Wright Ranch LLC for 
the same number of livestock and season of use.  In 2011, a portion of the base property was sold 
to Trever Lavar Wade and Jake Wade; grazing preference was waived.  The current permit was 
issued to Trever Lavar Wade and Jake Wade for 210 head of cattle from June 1 to September 30. 
  
A second permit was renewed by Tom Steele in 1986.  In 1996 the permit was issued to Tom 
and/or Lois Steele for the same number and season. In 2006, the base property was purchased 
Robert Steele, son of Lois, and preference was waived.  The current permit was issued in 2007 to 
Robert Steele, Chad Steele (minor), and Anthony Steele (minor) for 50 head from June 1 to 
September 30.  Grazing permit history is summarized on table I-11 and I-12. 
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Table I-11:  Grazing Permit History for Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon C&H from 1986 to 2012 

PERMIT PERMIT 
DATE NUMBER KIND/ CLASS SEASON HEAD MONTHS 

Permit #1 Trever Lavar Wade & 
Jake Wade 2011 - 2020 210 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 842 

Permit #2  Robert Steele, Chad 
Steele (Minor), and Anthony 
Steele (Minor) 

2007 - 2015 50 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 201 

Permit #1  Kay Wright Ranch, 
LLC 2007 - 2015 210 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 842 

Permit #2 Tom and/or Lois Steele 1996 - 2005 50 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 201 
Permit #1 J. Kay Wright Trust 1996 - 2005 210 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 842 
Permit #2 Tom Steele 1986-1996 50 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 201 
Permit #1 John Kay Wright 1986 - 1996 210 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 842 

Pre-1986 
The use on this allotment has been erratic. Throughout the history of this allotment several 
permits were generally held at any given time on this allotment. Between 1915 and 1927 the 
allotment was grazed by only cattle. In 1915, 10 head of cattle were authorized to graze; however, 
the number increase to 469 by 1926.  In 1928, 314 head of cattle were permitted along with 550 
head of sheep.  Between 1928 and the 1940’s, the number and type of livestock fluctuated.  
Between 1922 and 1942, there had been admitted trespass. By 1947, all permittees were running 
cattle and due to insufficient natural barriers and the prohibitive cost of fencing, they started 
considering the idea of an individual allotment.  The Forest Service agreed the best solution was 
to consolidate the two allotments.  Following 1947, the allotment embraced what were the 
Cottonwood C&H and the Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon C&H allotments. 
 
This allotment was separated into two allotments in 1939 when A. G. McBride purchased the 
Pine Creek Ranch and exchanged his cattle preference for sheep. The Pine Creek/Quinn Canyon 
allotment was set up at that time as McBrides’ sheep allotment.  In 1946, McBride waived 
preference to Willis Walch and he was issued a permit for 150 head of cattle from June 16 to 
October 15. A permit was also issued to Floyd Welch for 100 head of cattle from June 6 to 
October 5.  In 1949, Tom Steele renewed the permit for 50 head of cattle from June 1 to October 
31. He continued to renew this permit through 1986. 
 
In 1957 and 1958, the permit was renewed to Willis & Ray Walch. Willis Walch held a permit for 
80 head from 1959 to1973.  In 1957, the season of use was adjusted to June 6 to October 5; this 
remained the season until 1967, when it was adjusted to May 21 to September 20.  In 1974 the 
permit was waived to Dr. Robert Degnan and renewed for 80 head from May 21 to September 20. 
In 1976 the Pine Creek Ranch, Inc. renewed the permit. In 1977, the season was then adjusted to 
the current season June 1 to September 30.  Between 1979 and 1981 Carole Carter held a permit 
for 80 head of cattle from June 1 to September 30; however, between 1978 and 1981 nonuse was 
taken.  In 1985 Carol sold the Pine Creek Ranch and waived preference to Kay Wright. 
 
In 1957 and 1958, Ed Higbee held a permit for 50 head of cattle.  The permit was renewed to Ed 
& Joe Higbee from 1959 to 1977.  In 1959, Jake Nelson held a permit for 50 head until he 
acquired the 100 head preference held by Paul Lewis. Between 1967 and 1977 he ran a permit for 
150 head of cattle.  In 1977, Kay Wright attained preference held by Jake Nelson. Kay Wright 
held a permit from 1978 to 1981 for 200 head from June 1 to September 30.  
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Table I-12:  Grazing Permit History for Pine Creek-Quinn Canyon C&H Pre-1986 

YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS ACTION 

1978-81 200 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 802 Nonuse for 80 head of cattle 
1977 280 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1123 Season of use adjusted 
1976 280 Cow/Calf 6/21 – 9/30 939 Permit #1 transferred 

1974 280 Cow/Calf 6/21 – 9/30 939 Permit #1 transferred to Dr. Robert 
Degnan 

1967 280 Cow/Calf 5/21 – 9/20 1224 Season of use adjusted 
1959 280 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 939 Permit #1 adjusted to 80 head of cattle 
1957-
1987 280 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 939 Numerous permit changes 

1949 300 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 10/15 1203 Permit #1 issued to Tom Steele 

1947 250 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 10/15 1003 Allotment combined with adjacent 
Cottonwood C&H Allotment 

1946 250 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 10/15 1003 Permit #1 issued to Willis Walch, Permit 
#2 issued to Floyd Welch 

1928-
1940s 

Numbers 
vary 

Kind/Class of 
livestock 

varies 
Unknown Unknown Management varied with trespass and 

permitted numbers 

1922-
1942 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Regular occurrences of trespass 

livestock 

1928 314 
550 

Cow/Calf   
Sheep Unknown Unknown Permittee/Permittees unknown 

1926 469 Cow/Calf Unknown Unknown Permittee/Permittees unknown 
1915 15 Cow/Calf Unknown Unknown Permittee/Permittees unknown 
1915-
1925 Unknown Cow/Calf Unknown Unknown Multiple permittees 

Permit Compliance 
Appropriate actions were taken in instances where management direction was not followed or 
utilization standards were exceeded.  In 1990, Steele received a Show cause letter recommending 
a 50 percent cancellation of permitted livestock. The Forest Service decided not to suspend 
remaining 25 head of cattle, but instead decided to continue suspension of 25 head for 1991 
season.  Between 1991 and 1993, Steele received a 100 percent of permitted numbers suspension.  
In 1994, he received a letter to remove all cattle and due to his failure to correct the problem 
within a designated time, he received a Show Cause letter recommending a 50 percent 
cancellation of permitted livestock. In 1997, the J. Kay Wright Trust received a Letter of warning 
for not being able to remove by permitted off date.  In 1998, a new ranch manager was 
designated.  Actual Use and Utilization data collected between 1986 and 2012 have been included 
in the project record.  Monitoring completed in 2009, 2010 and 2011 reflect that the permittee 
was able to graze within utilization standards with the current permitted number of livestock. 
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Tom Plain Allotment  

General Allotment Description and Management  
This allotment resides in the White Pine Range and consists of 53,580 National Forest System 
acres within the project area.  The entire Bald Mountain Wilderness and portions of the White 
Pine and Schellback Wilderness areas are located within the allotment; consequently, the terrain 
of this allotment is very steep and rugged.  The Ellison Creek stream runs through the southern 
end of the allotment out into White River Valley where it provides water to numerous ranches 
below the Forest boundary. Large meadow complexes and several seeps and springs can be found 
across the allotment; however, pinyon-juniper is abundant and in some instances affecting water 
flow. As of 1957, several reseedings had been attempted, but failed because of mismanagement 
and low precipitation, specifically Circle Wash, Hayden Canyon, and Tom Plain. Many of these 
sites have started to revert back to sagebrush and pinyon-juniper community types. 
 
Tom Plain is a cattle and horse allotment, permitting cattle to graze.  This allotment is managed 
under a deferred rotation system and is divided into eleven pastures; Deadman Wash, Tom Plain, 
Indian Garden, Six Mile, Ephsum, Ellison Pasture, Little Tom Plain, Circle Wash, Sagehen, Stone 
Cabin, and Hayden Canyon.  Many of these pastures are so small or so limited in water as to 
make it impossible for the permittee to place all of his permitted livestock in anyone pasture 
unless water is hauled. To alleviate pressure the herd is split up into two groups and ran under 
separate rotations. In 1999, an Environmental Analysis (EA) was completed and deferred grazing 
system with reduced stock was established. The decision allowed 475 cow/calf pairs to be grazed 
from June 1 to September 1 on even years and June 15 to September 16 on odd years.  Due to an 
oversight the number of livestock and grazing system established in the 1999 EA were not 
incorporated into the White River Ranch term grazing permit.  As a result of increased wild horse 
populations, use outside the Monte Cristo Wild Horse Territory (WHT) has increased.  Over the 
years the permittee has repeatedly expressed concerns over elk use and more recently wild horse 
use across this allotment.   

Permitted Use  
In 1996 Gardner Ranches, Inc. waived preference to White River Ranch, LC based on purchase 
of livestock and base property. That year White River Ranch, LC was issued a term grazing 
permit for the same number of livestock and season of use.  The current permit was issued in 
2006 to White River Ranch, LC for 500 head of cattle from June 11 through October 10. Grazing 
permit history is summarized on table I-13 and I-14. 

Table I-13:  Grazing Permit History for Tom Plain C&H from 1986 to 2012 
PERMIT PERMIT DATE NUMBER KIND/ CLASS SEASON HEAD MONTHS 

White River Ranch, LC 2006-2015 500 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 2005 
White River Ranch, LC 1996-2005 500 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 2005 
Gardner Ranches, Inc. 1986-1996 500 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 2005 

 

 

Pre-1986 
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From the establishment of the Forest in 1909 until 1930, this range was heavily used by sheep, 
cattle, and mustang horses.  In the 30’s, efforts were made to control the big wild horse herds and 
a conversion from sheep to cattle was made.  Prior to 1931, no use records are available. During 
the period from 1931 to 1941, grazing records cover the entire white pine division. In 1938, Jesse 
Gardner received a temporary permit for 5 head of cattle.  Season of us was changed from June 1 
to October 3 to June 11 to October 10 in 1952. 
 
Prior to 1953, allotment was included in the White Pine division allotment and managed on a 
community basis. This resulted in poor management and poor individual responsibility. In 1956 
the White Pine division was divided into four different cattle allotments, one of which became the 
Tom Plain C&H for 500 head from June 11 to October 10.  From 1958 to 1965, the season was 
changed from June 1 to September 30 with the same numbers and AUMs.  The permittee took 
some nonuse each year, averaging 600 AUM’s yearly or 150 head of nonuse on the allotment 
during this period.  In 1975 the Estate of Jesse Gardner waived preference based on purchase of 
base property to Gardner Ranches, Inc. A permit was issued to Gardner Ranches, Inc. for 500 
head of cattle from June 11 to October 10.  Gardner Ranches, Inc. continued to renew the permit 
until 1996. 

Table I-14:  Grazing Permit History for Tom Plain Canyon C&H Pre-1986 

YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS ACTION 

1975 250 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 1003 
Permit #1 issued to Gardner Ranches, 
Inc.  Gardner Ranches, Inc. continued 
to renew the permit until 1996 

1958-1965 350 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1404 Season of use adjusted, permit #1 
takes nonuse on 150 head of cattle 

1956 500 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 2005 White Pine Division split, Tom Plain 
Allotment created, permit #1 adjusted 

1952 5 Cow/Calf 6/11 – 10/10 20 Season of use adjusted 

1938 5 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/3 21 Permit #1 issued to Jesse Gardner 
(temporary permit) 

1931-1941 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Records covered the White Pine 
Division 

1909-1930 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unmanaged use by cattle, sheep, and 
wild horses 

Permit Compliance 
This permit has a long history of excess use.  Appropriate actions were taken in instances where 
management direction was not followed or utilization standards were exceeded.  Between 1995 
and 2008, White River Ranch, Inc. has received several warning letters for exceeding utilization. 
In 2001, they received a Suspension letter for 25 percent in time, which shortened the season by 
20 days.  In 2003, Notice of cancellation of 25 percent of permit in numbers was issued.  Cattle 
were on allotment excess and unauthorized use.  In 2004, through a settlement agreement, the 
permit received 50 percent suspension for half in time and half in numbers.  This suspension was 
to be enforced through the end of 2007.  In 2007, exceeded use was recorded through utilization 
monitoring and a Notice of Non-Compliance for overgrazing was issued.  The suspension was 
extended through the end of 2009.  Actual Use and Utilization data collected between 1986 and 
2012 have been included in Project Record. Monitoring completed in 2009, 2010, and 2011 
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reflect that the permittee was able to graze within utilization standards with the current permitted 
number of livestock.   
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Treasure Hill Allotment  

General Allotment Description and Management 
This allotment resides in the White Pine Range and consists of 63,037 acres of National Forest 
System land.  This allotment contains portions of the White Pine Wilderness and is located almost 
entirely within the Monte Cristo Wild Horse Territory. The terrain of this allotment is very steep 
and rugged.  There are no active streams; however, several seeps and springs can be found across 
the allotment. Pinyon-juniper is abundant and in some instances affecting water flow. To help 
increase capacity several spray projects were proposed and implemented across the allotment in 
the 1980’s. Many of these sites have reverted back to sagebrush and pinyon-juniper community 
types.  
 
Treasure Hill is a cattle and horse allotment, permitting cattle to graze.  This allotment is 
managed under a deferred rotation grazing system and divided into four pastures; Hamilton, Six 
Mile, Cathedral-Lampson, and Monte Cristo.  Prior to 1970 grazing season, use was season long. 
Under the 1972 AMP the Monte Cristo unit was deleted from the allotment and transferred to the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) along with the 85 AUMs of cattle use.  In 1979 a 
Memorandum of Understand (MOU) was signed and made this unit part of the BLM Green 
Spring allotment, also grazed by Halstead-Forsgren Ranches, Inc. Due to an oversight the number 
of AUMs transferred to the BLM were not removed from the Halstead-Forsgren Ranches, Inc. 
Ranch term grazing permit.  Many wild horse gathers have occurred over the years; however wild 
horses continue to be the primary users of this allotment, particularly in the Cathedral-Lampson 
unit.  

Permitted Use  
In 1986, a term grazing permit was issued to Halstead-Forsgren Inc. for 415 head of cattle from 
June 16 to October 15.  Halstead-Forsgren has continued to renew this permit and is the current 
permittee. Grazing permit history is summarized on table I-15 and I-16. 

Table I-15:  Grazing Permit History for Treasure Hill C&H from 1986 to 2012 

PERMIT PERMIT 
DATE NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 

MONTHS 
Halstead-Forsgren Ranches, Inc. 2006-2015 415 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 10/15 1665 
Halstead-Forsgren Ranches, Inc. 1996-2004 415 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 10/15 1665 
Halstead-Forsgren Ranches, Inc. 1986-1996 415 Cow/Calf 6/16 – 10/15 1665 

Pre-1986 
The first permits were issued in 1910 for a season from May 1 to October 31.  The people of 
Hamilton were issued temporary permits each year and ranchers in the area were issued term 
permits.  The Moorman ranch obtained one of the first term permits. They held a permit from 
1918 to 1926.  Ed Halstead obtained his first permit for 10 horses in 1910.  This permit grew to 
215 cattle by 1926.  Mrs. Bessie Shannon also obtained a permit for 75 cattle in 1913.  This 
permit increased to 116 cattle by 1926.  Total numbers increase from 110 cattle to 598 cattle 
between 1910 and 1926.  This season was reduced from May 1 through 31 to June 1 through 
October 31 in 1925. In 1927, Ed Halstead exchanged some of this cattle permit for sheep at an 



 Appendix I 
 

I-23 
 

exchange ratio of 4:1. Common use became the practice and was continued until the late 1940’s. 
Peak use occurred in 1938 when the allotment was grazed by 750 cattle and 9,123 sheep.  
 
In 1941, Beatrice Halstead inherited her mother’s, Bessie Shannon, permit which consolidated the 
permit within the Halstead family.  In the late 1940’s common use was eliminated and the total 
permit was changed to 515 cattle from June 1 to October 31.  In 1950, their permit was adjusted 
to 415 cattle for the season June 1 to October 10.  Mrs. Hallstead’s’ permit was 240 cattle and Mr. 
Halstead’s permit was 175 cattle.  The season was further reduced to June 10 to October 10 in 
1956 and ten changed to the present season of June 1 to September 30 with 415 cattle in 1958.  In 
1976, the permit was issued to Halstead-Forsgren Ranches, Inc. for 394 cattle from June 1 to 
September 30; however, in 1980 the permit was modified to 415 head of cattle from June 15 to 
October 15.   

Table I-16:  Grazing Permit History for Treasure Hill C&H Pre-1986 

YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS ACTION 

1980 415 Cow/Calf 5/1 – 10/31 2510 Permit modified 

1976 394 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1580 Permit issued to Halstead-Forsgren 
Ranches, Inc. 

1958 415 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 9/30 1665 Season of use adjusted 
1956 415 Cow/Calf 6/10 – 10/10 1678 Season of use adjusted 
1950 415 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/10 1801 Permitted numbers adjusted 
Late 

1940s 515 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 2591 Permitted numbers and season of 
use adjusted 

1941 Unknown Cow/Calf 5/1 – 10/31 Unknown Halstead and Shannon permits 
consolidated 

1938 750 
9123 

Cow/Calf 
Sheep 6/1 – 10/31 3773 

45890 Peak use achieved on allotment 

1927 519 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 2611 Permit #1 switches an unknown 
number of cattle to sheep at 4:1 

1925 519 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 2611 Season of use adjusted 

1910-1926 598 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 3008 Number of permitted livestock 
increased to 598 head of cattle 

1913 85 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 428 Permit #2 issued to Bessie Shannon 
for 75 head of cattle 

1910 10 Horses 6/1 – 10/31 50 Permit #1 issued to Ed Halstead 

1910 Numbers 
vary 

Kind/Class of 
animals vary 

 
5/1 – 10/31 Unknown 

First permits issued, temporary 
issued to people in and around the 
town of Hamilton 

Permit Compliance 
Many wild horse gathers have occurred over the years; however wild horses continue to be the 
primary users of this allotment, particularly in the Cathedral-Lampson unit.  Appropriate actions 
were taken in instances where management direction was not followed or utilization standards 
were exceeded. In 1997 and 2001, Halstead-Forsgren Ranch, Inc. received a Letter of Warning 
for exceeding forage utilization standards.  Actual Use and Utilization data collected between 
1986 and 2012 have been included in project record.  Monitoring completed in 2009, 2010, and 
2011 reflect that the permittee was able to graze within utilization standards with the current 
permitted number of livestock.   
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Troy Mountain Allotment  

General Allotment Description and Management 
This allotment resides in the Grant-Quinn Range and consists of 33,822 National Forest System 
acres within the project area.  Higher elevations within this allotment, take a sizable portion of the 
Grant Wilderness.  The topography of this allotment is very steep and rugged.  Watershed values 
of this allotment are low.  There are no live streams flowing from this allotment. Several seeps 
and springs can be found across the allotment; however, pinyon-juniper is abundant and in some 
instances affecting water flow. In 1957, the Scofield seeding was implemented and approximately 
1,500 acres were reseeded with crested wheatgrass.  The area was fenced and protected for two 
years; however, it was followed by excessive grazing.  As a result of this heavy use and very 
limited moisture the reseeding was nearly a failure.  
 
Troy Mountain is a cattle and horse allotment. Under the 1981 AMP, the grazing system was 
identified as a two-pasture rest-rotation with the forest allotment representing one unit and the 
public domain or private ground as the other. In 1988, this allotment was closed by the Forest 
Supervisor due to poor water distribution, grazing capacity, and various other reasons.  The 
closure was incorporated into the Humboldt Forest Land Management Plan under Amendment 1.  
Since the closure wildfires have gone through portions of the allotment and water sources for 
wildlife benefit have been installed and maintained.  In 2005, a temporary grazing permit was 
authorized for fewer cattle and for a shorter duration than the original permit. Early season 
grazing was permitted to help control cheatgrass establishment following two wildland fires. This 
allotment continues to receive occasional use from elk, trespass livestock, and wild horses from 
an adjacent BLM Seaman HMA.  
 
In 2011, it was decided that no further grazing would be issued on Troy Mountain allotment until 
the Humboldt Forest Land Management Plan was amended.  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
proposes to amend the Forest Plan and remove the language that closes this allotment.  A report 
elaborating on the rationale for re-opening this allotment is located in the Range folder of the 
Resources section of the project record. 

Permitted Use  
In 2005 a temporary permit was issued to Dennis J. & Carolyn M. Larsen for 130 head of cattle 
from May 15 to August 31. The temporary permit was renewed annually until 2011.  Grazing 
permit history is summarized on table I-17 and I-18. 

Table I-17:  Grazing Permit History for Troy Mountain C&H from 1986 to 2012 

PERMIT PERMIT DATE NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS 

Dennis J. & Carolyn M. Larsen 2011 
Temporary 130 Cow/calf 5/15 – 8/31 466 

Dennis J. & Carolyn M. Larsen 2010 
Temporary 130 Cow/Calf 5/15 – 8/31 466 

Dennis J. & Carolyn M. Larsen 2009 
Temporary 130 Cow/Calf 5/15 – 8/31 466 

Dennis J. & Carolyn M. Larsen 2008 
Temporary 150 Cow/Calf 5/1 – 9/15 681 
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PERMIT PERMIT DATE NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS 

Dennis J. & Carolyn M. Larsen 2007 
Temporary 150 Cow/Calf 6/15 – 9/30 533 

Dennis J. & Carolyn M. Larsen 2006 
Temporary 130 Cow/Calf 5/15 – 8/31 466 

Dennis J. & Carolyn M. Larsen 2005 
Temporary 130 Cow/Calf 5/15 – 8/31 466 

Pre-1986  
In 1910 the first permit was issued to A. B. Gardner. In 1911, he was issued a permit for 25 head 
of cattle from May 1 to October 31. By 1917 the permit had been increased to 115 head.  
Stipulations outlined in the grazing permit required A. B. Gardner to graze in common with his 
son, Victor B. Gardner (approx. 120 head).  In 1918, A.B. Gardner was issued a permit for 150 
head of cattle and 5 horses from May 1 to October 31.  Throughout the early 1920’s, they grazed 
some 285 head of cattle.  In 1928 they transferred to sheep, grazing around 1,600 head until 1934 
when V.B. dropped out, taking nonuse.  A.B. Gardner grazed 1,250 sheep and 75 cattle in 1934.  
In 1935 he grazed 150 head of cattle.  In 1936 the Gardeners sold to H. A. Bordoli and V.B. 
Gardner waived a preference for 150 cattle.  A 20 percent reduction was made on each transfer, 
giving Bordoli a preference on this allotment of 640 sheep and 120 cattle.  In 1936, Bordoli 
grazed 1,196 sheep for two months.  In 1937, he grazed 825 dry sheep for three months.  In 1936, 
1937, and 1938 nonuse was taken for the cattle permit.  In 1938, he grazed 750 sheep for 3 
months.  In the fall of 1938, Bordoli sold out to Arnaud Paris and the permit was changed entirely 
to sheep and renewed to Paris for 1,136 head of sheep.  In 1939, Paris ran 1600 sheep for a 
shorter period with 4,052 sheep months.  In 1940 he ran 1,136 sheep and in 1941 he decided that 
the range was best suited to cattle and moved the sheep out and took nonuse.  In 1942 he ran 67 
head of cattle on the basis of nonuse for the sheep and increased numbers to 115 in 1943 on the 
old established season of June 1 to October 31.  In the spring of 1944 the permit was changed to 
cattle once again and the permit was renewed for 152 head and he ran the full amount in 1944.  
 
Since 1944 the allotment had been exclusively used by cattle.  Between 1946 and 1959 the permit 
was authorized to Hutchings, Sharp, Rauch, and Raymond until in 1959 when John Gurley was 
issued a permit for 151 head of cattle from May 24 August 10. In 1984 John E. Gurley waived his 
permit for 152 cattle to the Forest Service due to nonuse of the permit and the permit was 
cancelled.   

Table I-18:  Grazing Permit History for Troy Mountain C&H Pre-1986 

YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS ACTION 

1984 152 Cow/Calf 5/24 – 8/10 395 Permit waived back to the Forest Service 
due to nonuse 

1959 152 Cow/Calf 5/24 – 8/10 395 Permit issued to John Gurley 

1946 152 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/30 760 Permit issued to Hutchings, Sharp, Rauch, 
and Raymond 

1944 152 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/30 760 Permitted livestock and numbers adjusted 
1941 115 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/30 575 Permit switched back to cattle 

1938 1136 Sheep 6/10 – 10/10 4594 Permit transferred to Arnaud Paris and 
changed to sheep 

1936-1938 120 Cow/calf 6/1 – 10/10 521 Takes nonuse for cattle 
1937 825 Sheep 5/1 – 8/1 2441 Grazed sheep 3-months 
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YEAR NUMBER KIND/CLASS SEASON HEAD 
MONTHS ACTION 

1936 120 
640 

Cow/Calf 
Sheep 5/1 – 10/31 726 

3872 
Permits transferred to H. A. Bordoli., 
grazed 1196 sheep for two-months 

1935 150 Cow/Calf 6/1 – 10/31 755 Permits graze cattle 

1934 75 
1250 

Cow/Calf 
Sheep 6/1 – 10/31 377 

6288 Permits graze cattle and sheep 

1928 1600 Sheep 6/1 – 10/31 8048 Permit switched to sheep 

1918 275 
5 

Cow/Calf 
Horses  6/1 – 10/31 1358 

25 Permit #1 modified 

1917 235 Cow/Calf  
5/1 – 10/31 1422 

Permit increased to 115 head of cattle, 
Permit #2 authorized Victor B. Gardner to 
graze 120 head of cattle 

1911 25 Cow/Calf 5/1 – 10/31 151 Permit #1 adjusted 
1910 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Permit #1 was issued to A. B. Gardner 

Permit Compliance 
This allotment continues to receive occasional use from elk, trespass livestock, and wild horses 
from an adjacent BLM Seaman HMA. Appropriate actions were taken in instances where 
management direction was not followed or utilization standards were exceeded.  Actual Use and 
Utilization data collected between 1986 and 2012 have been included in Project Record.  
Monitoring completed in 2009, 2010, and 2011 reflect that the permittee was able to graze within 
utilization standards with the current permitted number of livestock.  The allotment was not 
grazed in 2012 or 2013. 
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